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To the Lay-Members of the Church of ScorLANp, 
and eſpecially to thoſe of the Col. LROGIATE 
CRHURCHof Ar R. 


\ * 
Mr Bar THREN, LE 


TT may ſeem ſtrange that an unknown, and at beſt, an 
inconaiderable perſon, ſhould addreſs you in this public 
manner. You undoubtedly form a very reſpectable body 
of profeſſing Chriſtians, and therefore are entitled to the 
moſt reſpectful treatment. It would be inconſiſtent with 
your juſt clain s, to call your attention upon a trivial oc- 
caſion. As members of the ſtate you are often ſummon- 
ed, by the friends of their country, to a laudable concern 
about your rights as men and citizens. If you, -when ad- 
dreſſed in this capacity, although you may not coincide in 
every point with thoſe who claim your regard, yet deigu 
to weigh what they ſubmit to your. judgement, and at 
leaſt form a charitable opinion of their intentions; we 
hope that you will not altogether turn a deaf ear to us. 
We call not your attention, indeed, to the valuable rights 
which you poſſeſs as citizens, but to thoſe higher privi- 


leges which art conferred on you as Chriſtians. We en- 
deavour not to awaken your zeal with reſpect to civil liber- 


ty; but in regard to that far more glorious liberty, where- 
«« with Chriſt hath made us free.“ If you patiently bear 
with thoſe who put you in mind of the laws and rights, 
which were handed down to you from your illuſtrious 
forefathers, at the expence of their blood; will you not 
extend your indulgence to us, while we vindicate thoſe, 
which have been purchaſed for you by the blood of the 
Son of God? Nor is it a ſubject oi comparatively leſs mo- 
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ment in relation to Chriſtianity, which excites our con- 
cern. * If it were a queſtion of words and names,” you 
might refuſe to judge of ſuch matters It is eſpecially 
with reſpect to fundamental articles that we claim your at- 
tention. And, “ if the foundations be deſtroyed, what 
* can rhe righteous do ?” | 

Many of you have ſeen, and others have heard of a trea- 
tiſe, lately publiſhed by a miniſter of the church, entitled, 
Practical Eſſay on the Death of Jeſus Chriſt. It is on ac- 
count of this publication that we give you any trouble; 
becauſe it contains not only an undiſguiſed ſyſtem of Armi- 
nian and Pelagian errors, but a ſyſtem of the moſt refined 
and ſpecious Socinianiſin, that was ever offered to the 
world. Many of you know, that thofe are by way of diſ- 
tinction called Socinians, who deny the great doctrines of 
the Deity of Chriſt, (making him a mere man,) and of a 
real ſatisfaction for ſin by his infinitely precious blood. 


But it may be neceſſary to obſerve, for the ſake of the un- 


learned, that Socinianiſm is a gangrene which diffuſes its 
fatal influence through almoſt every member of divine 
truth, and contaminates the whole maſs. It is a ſubtle 
poiſon, which univerſally extends, and unhinges the 
whole frame of revelation. It does not, like ſome erro- 
neous doctrines, merely aim at the ſuperſtructure: it af - 
fects the very foundation. Its batteries are not levelled at 
the outworks: at firſt it aſſaults the very heart and fout 
of Chriſtianity, nay, of all religion. 'The denial of the 
zwo doctrines, already mentioned, ng be ſufficient to 
awake your zeal, if you have any zeal tor God. But that 
you may be a little better acquainted with this ſyſtem, we 
tall give you a glance of ſome of its moſt ſtriking features. 
Scciniant, as well as others, profeſs to receive the holy 
fcriptures as the only rule of faith: But they bluſh not 
to declare, that the Spirit, which guided the prophets, 
hath not altogether exempred them from error; that pro- 
phecies are not certain and infallible; and that reaſon is 
the only ſtandard of divine truth; or, in other words, that 
we are to believe nothing as contained m ſcripture, which 
our reaſon does not fully comprehend. They maintain, 
that God is not omnipreſent, but limited to a place“; 
that he is uncertain as to future events +; that the matter 

of 
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of which this world was made exiſted from eternity; 
that God is ſubject to real paſſions; and that he is more 
limited than matter itſelf. They teach, that angels and 
the ſouls of men are nothing but a certain modification of 
matter ; that man was created without what is common» 
ly called original righteouſneſs, add from his conſtitution 
naturally prone io fin; and that he was created mortal 4. 
Their doctrine directly tends to the denial of providence. 
They expreſsly refuſe a Trinity of perſons in the Godhead, 
and the incarnation of the Son. They diſbelieve the im- 
mortality of the ſoul, and the reality of hell; for they 
hold, that the ſouls of the wicked periſh with their bo- 
dies. They deny the reſurrection of the ſame body, and 
a final judgement ||. 

I am far from ſaying that our author holds all theſe 
dreadful tenets. But ſorry am I to add, that it appears 
plainly from his Eflay, that he holds too many of them. 
And when one adopts the capital errors of any ſyſtem, 
* is great reaſon to fear, that he is no enemy to the 

reit. | | 
Other writers of the church of Scotland bave clearly 
acceded to the ſchool of Arminius. But our author is the 
firſt who hath boldly made the trial, whether this church 
be yet ripe for denying the Lord who bought us.” Some 
may be apt to think, that it is the ſafeſt way to let ſuch 
treatiſes die away in merited obſcurity ; that writing againſt 
an author is the moſt effectual way to make him be read; 
and that the intention, however good, defeats itſelf, as the 
means uſed tend to ditſeminate, in a more extenſive man- 14 
ner, the principles oppoſed. But from the taſte of the | 1 
preſent age, it is by no means likely, that a book written 
by a learned Doctor of the church, under the pretence of 
avoiding controverſial ſubjects, in a flowing, eaſy, and en- 
gaging itile, ſhould pats unnoticed; eſpecially when at- 
tempts are made to palm it upon the unlearncd as an ad- 
mirable performance. The manner in which this trœatiſe 
is written, renders it a*very dangerous preſent to the pub- 
lic. The author aſſumes a great appearance of modeſty. 
| which is naturally alluring to the mind, This is more 
| dangerous than the moſt avowed attack. When a man 
bluntly 


® Volkel. lb. ii. c. 1. J. Þ Crel.c. 19. | Socin. prel. theol. c.: 
3, 4 ] Volkel, de ver, rel. JI. fü. c. 23. 


L* 


L 8-3 


bluntly and honeſtly tells you, that he denies the Deity of 
Chriſt, and any real atonement for fin by his blood, you 
are at once on your guard, you need nothing'more to con- 
vince you that he is the determined enemy of your deareſt 
intereſts. But when a writer ſteps forth into the world, 
apparently with all the meekneſs, ſubmiſſion, and love of 
a genuine diſciple of Jeſus, and fays, * Hail maſter,” and 
kiſſes him; you can ſcarcely believe, that it is with a de- 
ſign to betray him “ into the hands of ſinners.” 

He alſo infinuates himſelf into the good graces of the 
reader, by claiming a very conſiderable ſhare of Chriſtian 
charity and moderation. Why,” ſays he“, © ſhould 
„ve hate or think ill of one another for differences of 
« that kind. Of what kind? About the nature of the 
atonement made by Chriſt, whether it was real or nomi- 
nal. We ought not to hate even our enemies: But we 
have very little reaſon to think well-of thoſe, who would 
ſtill retain us under the bondage of fin. I would not wiſh, 
by any thing that may be ſaid, really to infringe the ſacred 
law of charity. It belongs not to us to pretend with cer- 
tainty to judge the ſtates of men. To his own maſter eve- 
ry one ſtandeth or falleth. We ought to think charitably 
of all who hold the foundation in doctrine, and do not 
habitually decline from it in life. In matters of indiffe · 
rence or uncertainty we ought to bear with each other. 
But true ſcriptural charity doth not forbid us to call per- 
ſons or things by their own names, Our Lord hath ſet 
us a perfect pattern for the exerciſe of this, as well as of 
every other grace; and yet we ſee how plainly he ſpeaks 
of the Phariſees. The apoſtles eminently followed his ex- 
ample; and yet, even in their inſpired language, they give 
the ſevereſt characters to thoſe who perverted the goſpel 
of Chriſt, Did Paul account thoſe to be © enemies of the 
«« crols of Chriſt,” who urged the neceſſity of obſerving 
the law of Moſes, as well as of faith in the righteouſneſs 
of Chriſt for juſtification; and can we reaſonably think 
more favourably of thoſe who deny the truth of his atone- 
ment, that they may go about to eſtabliſh their own 
«« righteouſneſs as it were by the works of the law?“ Thus 
far we ought to judge charitably of the author, that he 
believes what he writes; that he is actuated by a deluded 
: conſcience, 
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conſcience, under the direction of an underſtanding not 

yet enlightened by the Spirit of God; and that he has a 

zeal for what ſeems to him true religion, although not ac- 

- cording to knowledge. Even Paul once thought that he 

* ought to do many things againſt Jeſus of Nazareth.“ 
But he ** did it ignorantly in unbelief.” . 

It would be unjuſt and unhandſome to deny, that there 
are many native and excellent obſervations in this Eſſay, 
eſpecially in the hiſtorical part; obſervations which would 
do honour to any author, were they detached from the 
errors that are unhappily blended with them. In the ſe- 
cond, there are alſo many good reflections, many warm 
exhortations to Chriſtian duties: While one reads theſe 
beautiful paſſages, one wiſhes to believe him ſound in the 
faith, is almoſt afraid to diſcover the contrary, and can 
ſcarce be purſuaded of it, although the evidences be unde- 
niable. But there is ſtill a dead fly, that “ cauſeth all 
© his precious ointment to ſend forth a ſtinking ſavour.“ 
The author, indeed, ſeems at times to glow with fervent 
piety, and to be warmly engaged in ſtirring up others to 
the exerciſe of holineſs. But this very circumſtance makes 
his treatiſe more enſnaring to the reader. For the direct 
tendency of it is to deſtroy the only foundations of goſpel- 
holineſs, in its meritorious, and in its efficient cauſe. 
This book is foiſted into light, as being entirely a practical 
Eſſay. Never, perhaps, did any enemy of the peculiar 
doctrines of Chriſtianity, hit upon a more inſidious me- 
thod of propagating his tenets, or of inſtilling them ioto 
the minds of the unlearned and unſtable. For, while he 
would perſuade the reader that he is not to trouble him 
with nice queſtions and learned controverſies, and that 
4% It is the benefit of plain and well-diſpoſed perſons, 
© though unlearned, which is chiefly aimed at. The evi- 
dent tendency of the performance, notwithſtanding all 
the apparent zeal for virtue diſplayed in it, is, under this 
artful veil, to undermine the whole fabric of our holy re- 
ligion, as eſtabliſhed in the word of God, But this need 
not appear ſtrange, for Paul tells us of “ falſe apoſtles, 
« deceitful workers, tranforming themſelves into the a- 
« poſtles of Chriſt; and no marvel,” faith he for Sa- 
tan himſelf is transformed into an angel of light; 2 

fore 
FP. 9. . 16. 


CSI 


& fore it is no great thing, if his miniſters alſo be trans- 
« formed as the miniſters of righteouſneſs.”* And re- 
member, my brerhren, that Satan is far more dangerous 
when thns transformed, than when he appears in his na- 
tural character, as *© a roaring lion.” In this caſe, he 
gives you warning of his approach ; but in that, he may 

tear in pieces” before you know him for an enemy. Be- 
ſides, he diſcovers his opinions only in a gradual manner. 
Thus, they appear not with ſo great a deformity, as if 
they were collected in a group; eſpecially, as they often 
ſeem to ſlip out, as it were, by accident, without any de- 
ſign to eſtabliſh them. At the very time that he is recom- 
mending the exerciſe of ſome eminent virtue, when 'he 
would appear only to be rouſing the ſoul to the higheſt 
acts of devotion, he ſecretly overthrows ſome capital doc- 
trine of faith, While the mind of the reader is cloſely 
engaged with the thread of the Eſſay, and perhaps admir- 
ing the ardent zeal of the writer, all at once ſome fatal 
| Poiſon is conveyed into the draught. But, my brethren, 
ought this to ſurpriſe you? Was it not © while men ſlept,” 
that **the enemy ſowed his tares ?” He alſo endeavours to 
lull the reader aſleep, by trying to perſuade him, that the 
points on which he may differ from others, are © minuter 
* or leſs important+. Such, as appears from the Eſſay, is 
the eſtimate which this liberal gentleman forms of the 
doctrines of the ſupreme Deity.of the Son, and of his real 
ſubſtitution and atonement for ſin. 

In many inſtances, indeed, he does not expreſsly deny 
doctrines acknowledged by the church. This would not 
have anſwered his detign. But, although of a fundamen- 
tal nature, he paſſes them over as doubtful diſputations, 
and often expreſſes himſelf in ambiguous language, that 
will admit of a double conſtruction, Fike the oracles given 
from the heathen temples. You may perhaps be ready to 
think, that we miſtake his meaning, becauſe, when you 
read his performance, you find him uſing the expreſſions 
of faith in Chriſt, which are uſed by all who believe his 
Deity and atonement, and adducing thoſe very ſcriptures 
which contain the moſt ſtriking proofs of both. "This is 
true indeed. He calls him © Our divine Maſter, our great 
« Lord and Maſter, the Son of God, the Son of his love, 

« the 
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© the only Son of God, his only. begotten Son; he 
ſpeaks of his divine power,” of his power to diſpenſe 
pardon,“ of © his ſuper-eminence of dignity above the 
„ higheſt of the angelic hoſts;” he ſpeaks of him as 
« our Redeemer,” as © making atonement for fin,” as 
« being our high Prieſt, our ſacrifice, our propitiation.“ 
But what Socinian has not uſed theſe expreflions ? and 
how can it be otherwiſe ? While they pretend to hold by 
the Bible, they are under an invincible neceſſity of retain- 
ing its language. But does this alter the caſe? No. For 
every particular expreſſion they have a ſenſe of their own, 
Every particular text is caſt into their own corrupt mould. 
* Our author introduces the moſt illuſtrious paſſages of 
ſcripture, which refer to theſe doctrines, as if they all con- 
firmed his own, as if he meant to publiſh no doctrine but 
what is contained in them; while the evident deſign of | 
his conduct is to pervert them to his own corrupt mean- 
ing; to expunge the ſenſe of the Spirit of God in them by 
ſome filly gloſs ; or, by ſeeming to ſpeak the ſame language 
with others, to throw a miſt over the eyes of the illicerate 
or careleſs reader; while either from the immediate con- 
nection, or in other places of the Eſſay, he clearly ſhows 
that he will not do the ſcripture ſo much juſtice as to in- 
"terpret it according to the common meaning of language. , 
Former writers, of the ſame corrupt ſentiments, have la- 
boured to ſhow, that theſe texts, which were brought a- 
gainſt them, were not ſo much their enemies as others 
thought. This writer is juſtly entitled te the glory of a 
new plan of defence. He inliſts them all in his ſervice, 
as if they were his firmeſt friends. They have ſtruggled 
to obviate the difficulties ariſing from them: But he bold- 
ly overleaps every antient ſtumbling-block, and tramples 
every difficulty under foot. There is one thing that we 
ought always to remember in reading the word of God, 
without which we can never make it conſiſtent with itſelf ; 
and that is, carefully to diſtinguiſh between the wivine na- 
ture of Chriſt, and his mediatory character. But to this 
our author pays no regard. All that is aſcribed to him as 
God equal with the Father, he applies to him only as me- 
diator, that is, in his ſenſe, as a mere man, although pol- 
ſeſſed of perfect holineſs and tranſcendent dignity. In- 
deed, this is the great ſtumbling-block, before which all 
the 
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the votaries of reaſon fall. They will not acknowledge 
the juſtneſs and neceſſity of this diſtinction. Therefore, 
finding many things aſcribed in fcripture to one perſon, 
incompatible with each other in the fame nature, they re- 
duce them all to fuch a ſenſe, as, if poſſible, to make 
them applicable to one nature only. 

It is not meant particularly to take notice of the writer's 
Arminian tenets, becauſe he does not once attempt to diſ- 
guiſe them, and: becauſe they have been, alas ! too open- 
ly vented by miniſters of the church, without any judici- 
al evidence of the church's difapprobation. From the 


whole ſtructure of this Eſſay, indeed, it undeniably appears 


that Arminians juſt erect a platform for Socinians. They, 
however undefignedly, work to their hands, and in ef- 
fect deliver up the truth to them. If they give them not 
a model, they at leaſt afford them a foundation for their 
doctrines. By denying abſolute predeſtination, becauſe 
of its incomprehenſible nature, they clear the way for the 
denial of myſtery altogether. For, if we may juſtly reject 
any one doctrine, becauſeſof its myſterious and unaccount- 
able nature, why not every other? For, “greater and 
« leſs do not vary the kind “. By denying the efficacy 
and irreſiſtible nature of the Spirit's gracious operations, 
they prepare their diſciples for rejecting the work of the 
Spirit as a divine and diſtin perſon altogether. For he 
cannot be God whom man can withſtand. For « who 
* hath reſiſted his will?“ Even a Heathen could fay, 
„% Who may ſtay his hand, or ſay unto him, What doeſt 
© thou?” - By maintaining univerſal redemption, as pre- 
paring a poſſibility of ſalvation for all men, upon the con- 
ditions of faith and repentance, as in their own power, 
the fluices are opened for the denial of the atonement for 
ſin. For if it be a real atonement, it muſt be effectual for 
all for whom it was made; elſe Chriſt died in vain. The 
aſſertion of man's free will to good, in his fallen ſtate, na- 
turally lays a foundation for the doctrine of faith and obe · 
dience as the proper ground of acceptance with God. The 
denial of the ſaints perfeverance has the fape tendency 
with the doctrine of univerſal redemption ;For if Chriſt 
really ſuſtained the puniſhment due for the ſins of all his 
people, there can be no condemnation to them. Who 
« js he that condemneth ? It is Chriſt that died.“ 


The 
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The author divides his Eſſay into two parts, the firſt of 
which contains*the hiſtory, and the ſecond, the doctrine 
of the death of Chriſt. In our animadverfions on the firſt 
part, we ſhall follow his order, heeauſe he does not diſco- 
ver his principles ſo fully and regularly as in the ſecond ; 
in conſidering which, without regard to his plan, we pro- 
poſe to gather together the ſcattered, fragments of error 
under proper heads, that we may have a more juſt and 
comprehenſive view of them. - But it muſt be obſerved, 
that it is dot meant, in reviewing either of theſe parts, to 
attempt a full refutation of his doctrines. This would be 
by far too wide a field. We are ſenſible of being unfit for 
taſk; and it has been well executed by many Prote- 
ſtant divines, who have long ago anſwered all that can be 
offered by adverſaries on that ſcheme. Our principal de- 
ſign is to ſhew you, who are more apt to be enſnared d 
this treatiſe, what is its real tendency. We therefore 
proceed to take notice of ſome things in the firſt part, in 
the ſame order in which they occur in the Eſſay. 
Speaking of the death of Chriſt as a © capital doctrine 
* of that great myſtery of gedlineſs,” he — « ſome 
« have regarded this part of the Chriſtian ſcheme as al- 
« together myſterious and inexplicable :*” Compare this 
with what is ſaid afterwards : ** Now I humbly conceive 
* it may be ſhown, that this is not ſo great a ftumbling- 
« blagk, as the worthy Prelate (Abp. Tillotſon) appre- 
« hended,”” Here is a pretty bold introduction. The 
ſcripture hath repreſented the croſs of Chriſt, including 
the whole doctrine of his obedience, ſufferings and death, 
as © a ſtumbling-block to the Jews, and fooliſhneſs to the 
© Greeks;” yea, as © the wiſdom of God in a myſtery, 
« even the hidden wiſdom * This ſame myſtery of which 
our author ſpeaks, was, in the apoſtle's days, great with- 
gut controverſy.” And how can it be gtherwife, when 
the ſubject of it is God manifeſt in the fleſh .“ But, 
whatever Paul and the Chriſtians of his time thought, the 
myſtery here will not be admitted without controverſy,” 
by m author, His reaſons will appear more fully after- 
wards. - | 
This prayer (Fit be poſſible, let this cup, &.) betrays no 
B t ſenſe 
i. . r now $1 Cor. h. 7. 1 Tim. iii. 6, 
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5 ſenſe of his (God's) diſpleaſure *.” And again, An 
angel was ſent from heaven to ſtrengthen him—to con- 
c vince us, that he was not now any more than at other 
„ times, the object of his Father's wrath +.” Perhaps, 

you may charitably conclude, that the author means, that 
the Father's wrath had not yet fallen on Chriſt, that the 
curſe did not properly light upon him, till he was nailed 
to the accurſed tree. This, at any rate, would be a very 
unſound opinion; for, the moment that Chriſt was“ made 
„of a woman,” he ** was made,“ or legally conſtituted 

„ under the law:“ and the moment that he was made 
under the law,” he was brought under its curſe as our 
Surety. No man, who believes that the Son of God was 
truly incarnate, can deny that his whole life was a life of 
ſuffering, becauſe it was wholly a life of humiliation; and 
is not humiliation really ſuffering to a divine Perſon? But 
his own words elſewhere afford us a key to his meaning. 
For, „what paſſed in the garden of Gethſemane was an 
* introduction to, and, as it were, an abridgement of his 
« paſſion; where he deliberately taſted, by anticipation, 
all the horrors of his croſs g.“ If his agony in the gar- 
den was © an introduction to, an abridgement of his ſuffer- 
« ings, a taſting of all the horrors of his croſs ;” if, at the 
ſame time, he had no ſenſe of God's diſpleaſure,” and 
as not any more than at other times, the object of his 
% Father's wrath z” then it plainly follows, that even 
when he hung on the croſs, he had no ſenſe of his diſ- 

leaſure, he was not, in any reſpect whatſoever, the ob- 
ject of his wrath. The conclufion is undeniable. No 
wonder, then, that he explains thefe aſtoniſhing words of 
the Son of God,“ My foul is exceeding ſorrowful even 

* unto death,” of his being only agitated with mortal 
„ fſorrows, and already fecling ſomething like the pangs 
*« of diſſolution 9. He finds no ſenſe of the load of guilt, 
or of the Father's vindictive anger here. But how is this 
conliſtent with the cleareſt expreſſions of ſcripture to this 
purpoſe ? © He was made a curſe for us.“ He he knew 
„no fan, was made fin for us J.“ Was he made a curſe 
% for us“ in a metaphorical ſenſe only? Then, in no other 
ſenſe can © we inherit the bleſſing.” For the effect can 

never 
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never be greater than the cauſe. Is it then a metaphori- 
cal bleſſing only that Chriſt hath purchaſed for his peo- 
ple. Alas ! my brethren, were this the caſe, 0 h 
« would be vain, our hope vain, and we ſhould yet be in 
% our fins,” But he was really made a curſe” for his 
people, as ſuſtaining all that load of wrath due for their 
ſins. For if, according to the ceremonial law, hanging on 
a tree was an accurſed death; if the ſhadows and ceremo- 
nies were all fulfilled in Chriſt, then he muſt have been 
really ſubjected to the curſe ; otherwiſe, what was figura- 
tively ſpoken. of the type, was only figuratively fulfilled 
in the antitype. It pleaſed the Lord to bruiſe him, he 
* hath put him to grief . But this word, which is ren- 
dered pleaſed +, does not fignify a mere act of God's ſove- 
reignty, as if he had permitted him to ſuffer without any 
cauſe but his own will, to make him an example of pa- 
tience. For it properly ſignifies an inexpreſſible delight 
and complacency in any object. It is uſed to denote that 
complacency which God hath in a righteous perſon : ** He 
delivered me, becauſe he delighted in me zH“ which 
words may be viewed as thoſe of Chriſt himſelf, expreſ- 
ſive of the reaſons why God delivered him from death. Ie 
ſometimes denotes ]£Hovan's ſupreme ſatisfaction in the 
excerciſe of mercy : He delighteth in mercy $.” It ſig- 
nifies the love of God the Father to God the Son : ** Let 
him deliver him, ſeeing he delighted in him ||” It al- 
ſo ſignibes the infinite complacency that God hath in the 
work of Chriſt: * The Lord is well-pleaſed for his righ- 
© teouſneſs-ſake J.“ It is a derivative of this word which 
is uſed in this very verſe to denote the inconceivable ſatis- 
faction of the Father in the ſucceſs of Chriſt's death: 
„The pleaſure of JEHovan ſhall proſper in his hand.” 
Thus it is plain, that it muſt here be underſtood of ſuch 
a pleaſure as denotes complacency. But how can it be 
laid, by the uſe of the very ſame word, that the Father 
both © delighted in him;” that he is ** well-pleaſed for 
« his righteouſneſs ſake;“ and that “it pleated him to 
« bruiſe him?“ No juſt reaſon cen be aſſigned for this, 
unleſs we grant, that notwithſtanding his infinite love to 
the perſon, there was ſome reiation ſuſtained by him, or 

ſomething 


® Ia. lit. 1% + Hapbetr. { PC. xviii, 19. $ Mic. viii. 18. 
# Pf, xxii. 8, Iſo ali. It, 4 1a, xlii. 21. 


r 


ſomething viewed in connexion with him, that excited the 
anger of the Father. There can be no conciliation of theſe 
apparent contradictions, unleſs we reſt fatisfied with that 
which the inſpired prophet gives us a few verſes before : 
* [The Lord hath laid,” or * made to meet on him, the 
« iniquity of us all.” eg | 

But the author derives an argument againft the reali- 
ty of the Father's anger, from the words of this prayer : 
On the contrary, it expreſſes, in the very addreſs of 
it, a full perſuaſion of his friendſhip, and a perfect 
« confidence him; *O! my Father.” * It is an affecting 
evidence of the unbelief of the heart of man, and of the 
power of its perverſeneſs, that this very prayer, which 
was undoubtedly preſented by Chriſt, and recorded by 
the goſpels, as a ftriking proof of his ſenſe of the divine 
indignation, ſhould be wreſted into an argument againſt 
it. And why fo? Becauſe it © expreſſed - a perfect con- 
1% fidence in him;” that is, it had ns evidence of unbe- 


lief: as if nothing would be admitted by ſome people, 


an evidence of the Father's anger, unleſs it alſo af- 
foyded a proof of the Son's failure under the weight of it. 
A was abſolutely impoſſible, that he could, in the whole 


courſe of his ſufferings, betray the leaſt want of . perfect 
confidence.“ For, then he would not have been * ſach 
« an High-Prieft as became us.“ Had this prayer, if we 
— for a moment fuppoſe a thing impoſſible, expreſſed 
4 formal, deliberate act of the will of Chriſt per/onally 


conſidered, it would, indeed, have been inconfiſtenr 


with his purity, becauſe it would have been inconſiſtent 
with his duty of ſubmiſſion as his Father's ſervant. But 
it was not a formal, deliberate, complete, or abfolute 
act of his will as a perſon; but a ſimple, conditional, in- 
complete velleity of his human nature, oppreſſed under 
the preſent load, and recoiling at the aweful proſpect of 
ſuch. unparalleled ſufferings, and innocently deſiring its 
own preſervation, in perfect conſiſtency with the law of 
its Creator. But it is one thing to ſay, that this prayer 
diſcovers © a full perſuaſion of his friendſhip,” and quite 
another to aſſert, that it “ betrays no ſenſe of his diſ- 
« pleaſure.” This full perſuaſion of the love of God to 
him was no more inconſiſtent with that horror which he 
* 3 N Y 6-4 expreſſed 
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expreſſed under a ſenſe of his indignation; than even, ac- 
cording to out author's views, with a fear of the violence 
of external fuſfering. It is as difficult for him to ſhow, 
how fo great à dread of the future, eſpecially as he ex- 
plains it, p. 24 with reſpect to © the difficulty of mainrain- 
5 ing a becoming temper,” was confiſtent with “a full 
« perſuaſion of his Father's friendſhip, and perfect con- 
« fidence in him ;? as it is for us to ſhow, that ſuch a 
conſtant, perſuaſion was conſiſtent with a preſent ſenſe of 
His indignation. For indeed he repreſents his fear of the 
future as far greater than we do, as to this eſpecially he 
aſcribes his agony. Nay, according to his principles, it 
is impoſſible to reconcile theſe things in a ſatisfactory 
manner, ' For he not only makes the prayer of Chriſt to 
be a perſonal act, but his fear to be the affection of the 
whole perfon. Whereas, with us the difficulty is, at 
leaſt, fo far ſolved, however myſterious the ſubject, that 
there remains no contradiction; and this is by that diſ- 
tinction, which' is neteſſary to the whole of our faith and 
hope. Chriſt ſuſtained a double relation towards God, 
what was properly Hir own, with reſpect to his divine na - 
ture; and ovrs, with reſpect to his office. As to his na- 
ture, as the Son of God, be was always the object of the 
Father's delight. As to his office, in as far as he bare 
our fins, he was, on our account, the object of his anger, 
Nay, the Father was always well pleafed with Chriſt as 
Mediator, becauſe of the ſpotleſs holineſs of his nature 
and life, and the ſatisfactorineſs of his ſufferings. '-For 
he always did the things that pleaſed him.“ He was 
ſtill his ſervant „in whom he was well pleaſed.” It was 
only in reſpect of that guilt, which lay on him by impu- 
tation, that his anges was excited. Mus wiihout any 
contradiction, he might expreſs the moſt awful ſenſe of 
this anger, as our ſurety; and yet, the moſt perfect con- 
fidence in him as his Father, in whoſe boſom he lay from 
Eternity. For, although the divine indignation reſpec- 
ted that Perſon, who was our repreſentative; yet it pro- 
perly terminated on his human nature, Which alone was 
capable of ſuffering, and which was fuſtained under 
infinite wrath, dy virtue of its union to the divine in 
one perſon. Nevertheleſs, it cannot be ſaid that the per- 
fon of Chriſt was ever the object of the Father's _— 

| | | or 
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for this was true of the fin only, which was imputed to 
this perſon. But as the wrath of God could not affect fin 
i:{clt, without relation to a ſubject, it was neceſſary that 
this wrath ſhould fall on the perſon, to whom the ſin 
was imputed, There can be no objection to this ſolution, 
unleſs the author be pleaſed honeſtly to deny the diſs, 
tinction, and tell us, however unneceflary the declaration 
may appear to ſome, that he acknowledges Jeſus Chriſt. 
in one nature, in one relation only. 

As he evidently wiſhes, as much as poffible, to diminiſh 
the agony which our Lord endured, there are two cir- 
cumſtances, that he paſſes over very ſlightly, and repre- 
ſents in a manner tending to leave a very flender impreſ- 
nion on the reader. Theſe are his bloody ſwveat, and the 
angel frengthening him. As to the firſt, he ſays, * One 
** evangeliſt informs us that he was in an agony, or la- 
« bourcd under ſuch painful anxiety of mind, as not 
only threw him in a profuſe ſweat, but made the ſweat 
« iſſue through the pores of his body in a thick ſizy 
© manner, like great drops of blood.”* The agony it- 
ſelf was only © labouring under painful anxiety of mind,” 
and chis * in a ſevere conflict with human infirmity.” + 
He does not indeed determine whether this was a natural 
ſweat, or not. But it is evident which ſide he inclines 
to. It is indeed nowiſe neceſſary for proving the reality 
of his ſuffering under the Father's anger, to ſhew, that 
this ſweat was preternatural. But it ſcems to be the moſt 
probable opinion that it was ſo. 1. Becauſe it is not like- 
ly, that an inſpired evangeliſt, in ſo conciſe a narrative, 
which includes only the moſt ſtriking facts, would men- 
tion a circumſtance, which is a very common effect of a- 
ny great inward diſtreſs, or even of any ordinary ſevere 
bodily trouble. 2. It muſt have been more than a pro- 
fuſe ſweat, in a natural way, which ſo weakened his bo- 
dy, that the Lord of angels ſubmitted to the aid cf one 
of his own creatures. 3. The expreſſion itſelf ? ſeems 
molt naturally to bear this ſenſe. For the word here uſed, 
as the learned Grotius obſerves from Galen, properly ſigni- 
fies clotted blood. Now, although the evangeliſts very 
ſeldom uſe metaphorical alluſions, we may ſuppoſe that 
uke 
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Luke might have ſaid, that his ſweat was like drops of 
blood falling to the ground; but if there had been no- 
thing more than ſweat, if it had not been mingled at leaſt 
with blood, we cannot fee with what propriety it could 
be compared to c/otted blood. For, though “ it was cold,” 
in that country, the cold could not be fo intenſe as fo 
ſuddenly to congeal ſo thin a fluid, as ordinarily perfpires 
through the pores of the body. Nor is it a ſufficient ob- 
jection to this opinion, that a comparative particle “, 
rendered “ as it were,” is here uſed. For ſuch words 
not only fignify compariſon, but the reality of a thing. 
In this ſenſe, the fame particle is elſewhere uſed. Their 
« words ſeemed to them as idle tales,” that is, they re- 
ally accounted them ſuch; for “they believed them 
% not.” T Another particle, | whence the former is de- 
rived, although generally uſed in a comparative ſenſe, 
ſometimes expreſſes what is abſolutely certain. So it is 
employed by John; { — The glory as of the only begot- 
ten of the Father”, that is, really the glory of the only 
begotten; unleſs our author reply, that the glory of the 
only begotten is only to be underſtood in a comparative 
and ſecondary fenſe. 4 

It is alſo worthy” of notice, how the writer glides over 
the remarkable circumſtances of an angel ſtrengthening 
him, expreſſing it in ſuch a manner, as if it had been 
nothing more than what happened to him in the wilder- 
neſs. ** An angel was ſent from heaven to ſtrengthen 
* him, ft as it happened at the cloſe of his tempration ||.” 
But the expreflion here uſed is ſo different from the o- 
ther, that we muſt neceſſarily ſuppoſe that it denotes 
fomething of a very different nature. With reſpe& to 
what followed his temptation, it is ſimply faid, that“ an- 
gels miniſtered to him“ “; moſt probably in the ſame 
manner in which others are ſaid to miniſter to him, when 
this word *+ is uſed in other places in reference to our Lord, 
by bringing him food, as, ** he was an hungered.” In 
this ſenfe it is ſaid, that Martha and Peter's mother-in- 
hw miniftred to him f. Bur the word uſed with refpect 
to his agony , is far more expreſſitce. It denotes the 
poſſeſſion, or the communication of a great degree of 
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power. Therefore, in that tranſlation of the Old Teſta- 
ment, which is ordinarily called the Septuagint, it is uſed 
to ſignity that power which Jacob had with God, when 
he prevailed®. In the wilderneſs, when angels miniſtred 
to him, though the means were miraculouſly ſupplied, 
yet it ſeems maſt likely that his body, after ſo long a faſt 
was ſtrengthened in a natural way by the uſe of the food 

hich they brought to the Lord of the whole earth. But 
this ſtrengthening in the gatden was entirely miraculous 
and ſupernatural, conſiſting in the communication of a 
great degree of ſupport from the Deity to the human na- 
ture of Chriſt, under his awful load of ſuffering, by the 


miniſtry of a mere creature, and by an at&t of admirable. 


condeſcenfion, correſpondent to the preſent. humiliation 
of the incarnate Word. h 

P. 22.1. 5.“ He (Chriſt) ſeems not to have conſidered 
* his excruciating death, in the manner it happened, as 
«« previouſly fixed by an abſolute divine decree. His own 
<<. predictions, aud thoſe of the ancient prophets, con- 
e cerning this event, might be conditional, though ex- 
e preſled in abſolute terms, as is certainly the caſe with 
„ many other prophecies recorded in ſcripture.” Here 
our Author evidently affords an inlet to Deiſm, in the 
denial of the truth of the word of God; for he deſtroys 
one of the ſtrongeſt arguments in fayqur of its divinity, 
ariſing from the certain accompliſhment of prophecy. 
He reduces the predictions of future events to mere con- 
jectures. It is granted that many prophecies were to be 
underſtood conditionally, But it muſt be remembered, 
that when they were to be interpreted in this manner, 
they were expreiled in conditional language. We know 
but of one exception to this general rule, in the denun- 
ciation of vengeance againſt Nineveh by Jonah. But 
though the conditional part be not recorded, this is no 
proof that it was not proclaimed by the prophet, as we 
have only a very ſhort abſtract of this in ſtructing hiſtory, 
Nay, it is in the higheſt degree probable that theſe people 
had received ſome part of it, as well as of the acceptable 


bo , 


manner of repentance; elſe, how is it likely that a heathen . 


king ſhould have thought of the ceremonial practice of 
putting on fackcloth, and lying in aſhes? Therefore, 
#here 
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where no condition is expreſſed in the prophecy, we 
may be aſſured of its abſolute nature. But it was neceſ- 
ſary that the author ſhould diſcover this ſentiment, though, 
tke the ſubjeQ he ſpeaks of, expreſſed with uncertainty, 


that his brethren the Socinians might be at no loſs to diſ- 


cern his relation to them. For; as we have ſeen formerly, 


| this js the very doctrine of Crellius. The ſame is taught 


by Vorſtius ; © Future events are foretold from ſtriking 
te - probabilities only, and not from foreknowledge; there- 
« fore they are uncertain.” But while our author wiſhes 
to claim kindred with the Racovian ſchool, he ſeems to 
retain ſo deep a tinge of the prejudices of education as to 
contradict himſelf. For it is not eaſy to reconcile what 
he here ſays with other expreſſions, ſuch as theſe; “his 
clear foreſight and apprehenſion of all the bitter ingre- 
« dients in it“ (his cup,)+ * His clear and diſtinct fore- 
© knowledge of them f;“ His own ſufferings” were 
* diſtinctly foreſeen and predicted by him g. Can there 
be any clear foreſight of things conditional and abſo- 
« lutely uncertain?” Can there be any © diſtin fore - 


* knowledge or prediction of mere poſſibilities?” How 


can we reconcile what is here ſaid by our author, about 
Chriſt's “ not conſidering his death in the manner of it, 
sas fixed by an abſolute decree,” with that of which he 
aſſures us, without any heſitation, at the foot of the very 
ſame page; that not only the deſtruction of Jeruſalem 
but the tailure of Peter, and the treachery of Judas were 
things foretold abſolutely ?” 

P. 24+1. 13. © Jeſus had not any one ſupport or encou- 
© ragement in his ſufferings, but what flowed from con- 
« {cious innocence and virtue.“ The author then is 
ſatisfied that the human nature was not ſupported by the 
divine. How ſhall we reconcile this doctrine with what 
is ſaid Heb. ix. 14; He, ** through the eternal Spirit 
offered himſelf without ſpot unto God z” or with the 
words of Chriſt himſelf, © For the Lord God will help 
* me; therefore ſhall I not be confounded; therefore 
« have I ſet my face like a flint. Bchold! the Lord God 
& will help me, who is he that ſhall condemn me [| ?” 

C a P. 24. 
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P. 24. 119. © Might not that great anxiety, which Je- 
% ſus felt in the garden ariſe in part from an apprehen- 
« ſiveneſs about the difficulty of maintaining a becoming 
«© temper and deportment under ſuch unexperienced and 
«© awful trials.” Such an apprehenſiveneſs, however ſmall 
the degree may be ſuppoſed, could flow from no ſource 
but unbelief. Therefore it is aſtoniſhing that any ſhould 
imagine our Lord even in part ſubject to it. But it was 
impoſſible he could be ſo. For, it was expreſly foretold, 
unleſs our author view the prophecy as only conditional, 
« He ſhall not fail nor be diſcouraged, till he have ſet 
« judgement in the earth*.” This ſhows to what low 
ſhifts the writer is reduced, in order to account for his 
agony, when he has given up with the proper reaſon of 
it, He will rather ſuppoſe that Jeſus was capable of 
doubting the ſupport of God in the conflict, that is of 
an act of unbelief, than aſcribe his diſtreſs to the preſent 
feeling of divine wrath. But there is at times ſome diffi- 
culty in reconciling the Doctor with himſelf. Compare 
the whole ſtrain of this reaſon with what is ſaid in ano- 
ther place : © Here all the virtues were collected as in a 
* narrow ſpace, — a truſt unſhaken, a love unbounded, 
* and an undoubting confidence, —with a becoming firm- 
„ nefs, recollection and compoſure of mind, diſplayed 
throughout the whole ſeries of his unparalleled ſuffer- 
« ingsF}.” All that we have to obſerve here, is that our 
author, perhaps, according to the humour he is in, (as 
no man is always alike) ſeems at one time diſpoſed to be 
a great deal more liberal of virtue and perfection to his 
Mafter, than at another. 

Though he has inadvertently, in the words recently 
viewed, ſuppoſed our Lord to be capable of ſome defect, yet 
you may expect that he is to atone for this in thoſe that 
follow. 'In every part of life, indeed, and at death, his 
«© behaviour was without blemiſh.” So far good, Sir, if 
you hold here. “But was it rendered ſo complete with- 
© out any trouble or effort?” Is it of his work of ſatis- 
faction that he here ſpeaks? No; it is of his behaviour in 
general, for this immediately relates to the word complete, 
We ſhould think, that any good Chriſtian could eaſily 
anſwer this queſtion, by declaring, that it was no difficulty 

to 
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to Jeſus to attain a © behaviour without defect or ble- 
« miſh;” becauſe he was holy, harmleſs, undefiled, 
« and,” not only in his life, but in the very manner of 
receiving, it, “ ſeparate from ſinners.” But let us attend 
to the judgement of the Reverend Doctor. Let us hear 
how he anſwers this query. Certain it is, that in the 
*© moſt innocent and virtuous characters among men, the 
« bias of animal nature will ſometimes draw contrary to 
„duty, and the ſenſes and paſſions will ſometimes diſco- 
« ver a reluctance ſufficient to call forth painful exer- 
« tions of moral and religious principle, in order to per- 
form what is right. The bleſſed Jeſus was made like 
« unto us, though more pure and perfect.“ This is ex- 
preſſed with conſiderable caution. But the hand of an 
enemy is here. As this is meant for a dire& anſwer to 
the queſtion propoſed immediately before, it is evident 
that he includes the character of Jeſus among theſe 
« moſt innocent and virtuous characters“ And what is 
it that he aſcribes to them? That “the bias of animal 
© nature,” & c. Here he evidently ſuppoſes, that altho? 
Chriſt's © behaviour was without defect or blemiſh,” yet 
it «© required painful exertion” to make it ſo; becauſe 
however virtuous his character, he was not free from 
te the bias of animal nature,” and ſuch “ ſenſes and paſ- 
& ſions as diſcover a reluftance—to what is right,” We 
do not wilfully ſtrain his words in the leaſt. Let them 
be examined in their connexion; and if they bear not 
this ſenſe, we can perceive no other that they are capa» 
ble of bearing. Indeed, he would ſeem to mollify this 
hard ſaying a little by what follows: The bleſſed Jeſus 
« was made like unto us, though more pure and perfect.“ 
But this, inſtead of retracting, only rivets the former ſen- 
timent. Obſerve the tendency and connection of theſe 
words, my brethren. © He was made /ike unto vs, that 
« is, in reſpect of the bias of animal nature, and ſenſes, 
% and paſſions, drawing cantrary to duty.” © He was 
« more perfect;“ but ſtill not ſo perfect that his“ beha- 
« viour ſhould be rendered ſo complete without any 
e trouble or effort.” Whercin did this trouble, this ef- 
fort lie? Plainly in refiſting *©* the bias of animal nature.” 
For the divine nature in him, (as he adds,) did not 
* abſorb the human, or exempt him from the ines in- 
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« firmities thereof . And indeed, without any ſhare of 
6 ſuch feelings, he would not have been liable to tempta- 
6 tion, much leſs actually tempted.” How does this cor- 
reſpond with our Lord's teſtimony concerning himſelf? 
« The prince of this world cometh, but. bath nothing in 
© me.” But our author ſuppoſes he ** would not have 
& been liable to temptation,” without © a bias drawing 
« drawing contrary to duty.” You may be ready to ap- 
prehend, that becauſe he allows Chriſt to have been ex- 
% empted from the” finful © infirmities of our nature, 
he chnnot certainly mean, that he poſſeſſed “ a bias 
« contrary to duty, which called forth painful exertions 
* of moral and religious principle.” But it is neceſſary 
that you ſhould know, that while Socinians deny origi- 
nal fin, by a ſtrange abſurdity, they aſſert, that every 
man, even the firſt Adam, was created with ſuch a bias, 
and that it is only a finleſs infirmity. For © they not on- 
„ly refuſe to acknowledge original righteouſneſs, as 
«« pertaining to the image of God; but abſolutely deny 
« that man was created with ſuch a righteouſneſs. They 
« indeed acknowledge, that man was created without 
4% the corruption of ſin, which now prevails; but that 
« he was wiſe, juſt, and holy, without a diſcord and re- 
0 bellion between reaſon and appetite, they deny. So 
« that indeed, innocence and want of fin may be aſcribed 
1% to him, but not righteouſneſs f.“ But may you ſay, 
Though they attribute ſuch an imperfection of nature to 
mere man, they will ſurely make an exception with re- 
ſpect to the Son of God. Such * a bias of animal na- 
« ture” Socinian writers aſcribe, not only to the firſt A- 
dam, but to the Second. For, faith Slichting, ** Neither 
* was the Son of God free from commotions and affec- 
tions of ſoul ; for he was a man; but he always tem- 
« pered and governed theſe by the Spirit g.“ And again, 
« 'The Son of God was not deſtitute of the affections of 
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® He makes this bias a ſinleſs infirmity here, in conformity to the doctrine 
of his ſchool. But how he agrees either with it, or with himſelf, it is not 
my buſineſs'to ſhow; u here he aſſerts, (p. 441. 442.) that . it was ſin that 
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e man, nor was it proper that he ſhould want them in 
© any re/pet ; as God was unwilling that we ſhould want 
© them in ſuffering, that the victory of our faith might 
© beſo much the greater v.“ That is, as our author 
expreſſes the ſame idea, his behaviour“ could not have 
© been rendered ſo complete without any trial or effort.“ 
He ſeems indeed to think, that the aſcription of ſuch af- 
fections might ſeem to detract from the dignity of fo ex- 
traordinary a character; therefore he ſubjoins f: He 
„ always behaved, it is true, with the utmoſt propriety, 
« and performed the molt difficult acts of virtue with 
& admirable eaſe and dignity,” &c. Admirable indeed! 
conſidering ſuch a reluctant bias, ſuch powerful oppoſi- 
tion of“ Raſen and paſſions!” But, gentle reader, this 
lets thee into a ſcent, which, perhaps, thou didſt not 
know before, and that is the reaſon why Socinians pay 
ſo great a reſpect to the example of Chriſt, while they re- 
ject his Deity and atonement. The reaſon is ſelf-evident, 
According to their views of the conſtitution of his nature, 
it would have been as admirable, as any of all theſe my- 
ſteries, which they reject, if Jeſus had © always behaved 
« with the utmoſt propriety, and performed the moſt 
difficult acts of virtue, without any blemiſh or defect,“ 
But ſhould we wonder, that thoſe who rebel againſt the 
Moſt High, by refuſing to believe rea myſteries, becauſe 
above reaſon, ſhould, in righteous judgement, be ſuffered 
to deviſe falſe myſteries, and to maintain groſs abſurdi- 
ties, in framing doctrines directly contrary to reaſon ? 
The four obſervations included between pages 19th and 
33d are given as the probable cauſes of the great hor- 
ror and perturbation of mind, which now appeared in 
„the Son of God—the ſufferings themſelves—his ap- 
“ prehenſions about the difficulty of obtaining a proper 
„ temper—the ſtate of his animal ſpirits—and his con- 
* cern both for friends and enemies.“ He does © not 
„ preſume to unfold all that paſſed in the mind of the 
o blefſed Jeſus on this occaſion, but to overlook no cir- 
* cumltance of his paſſion that may be profitable to us“. 
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In Joh. xiii, 21.“ Non caruit humanis aſſectibus hominis Filius, ne- 
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Of conſequence, that of his bearing at this time the 
wrath of his Father, for the fins of his people, is a cir» 
cumſtance which the author does not reckon profitable. 
It is, however, ſo far good, that he only calls theſe pro- 
bable cauſes. This modeſty is, in the preſent caſe, pecu- 
liarly becoming. For they mult not only appear to the 
reader as extremely trivial : but the very writer betrays 
ſuch a ſenſe of their untenableneſs or infignificancy, that 
he cannot offer them with any evidence of certainty. 

In his fourth reaſon, he apprehends, that one great cauſe 
of Chriſt's agony in the garden, was the proſpect of the 
rejection of his goſpel becauſe of the croſs. and the final 
perdition of many, “after he ſhould have endured the 
death of the croſs to ſave them.“ How is the firſt con- 
ſiſtent with the ſtrong aſſurance of the ſucceſs of his me- 
diation which he had formerly expreſſed ; *I, if I be lift- 
ed up, will draw all men unto me.“ f On the ſecond, 
with reſpect to the perdition of thoſe for whonz he ſhould 
die, we need not enter; becauſe the author is not an Ar- 
minian. Here he is at leaſt ſo far conſiſtent, for as he 
does not believe that Chriſt died meritoriouſly for any, it 
does not follow from his doctrine that he died in vain. 
But the proſpect of the conſequences of his death, in- 
ſtead of being in ſcripture repreſented as any cauſe of ſuf- 
fering to the Son of God, is on the contrary exhibited as 
the reaſon of his voluntary ſubmiſſion to it: For the joy 
that was ſet before him he endured the croſs.” Inftead 
of feeling a “ horror and reluctance to ignominy,” f he 
« deſpiſed the ſhame.” He ſet his face as a flint“ «© He. 
« js near,” faith he, “ that juſtifieth me, who will con- 
« tend with me ?—Let us ſtand together; who is mine 
« adverſary ? Let him come near to me.” {$ In a word, 
how trivial are tbeſe four reaſons, compared with thoſe 
aſſigned in the hoty ſcriptures: **The forrows of death 
©« compaſſed me, and the pains of hell gat hold upon me, 
« ] found trouble and ſorrow ||” “ Now, (ſaid Chriſt) is 
« the hour and power of darkneſs,” &c. 

After enumerating theſe, as to him the only probable 
cavſes of the agony in the garden, he exclaims; “O Fa- 
* ther, Lord of heaven and earth] muſt thy Son — 
| « ſuch 
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„ ſuch things! and with ſo little benefit to the unhappy 
tc race of men.] And if the benefit be as ſmall as our 
author apprehends, we would certainly join with him in 
the exclamation. But it never could have been the will 
of the Father, that his Son ſhould ſuffer ſuch things, had 
no greater benefit accrued to us. Nay, he had not ſuffer- 
ed at all, had he not ſuffered more than our author admits. 
It never would have © pleaſcd the Lord to bruiſe him,” 
had he not really © made his foul an offering for fin.” 
Yet with what ſubmiſſion does he add; © But thy will be 
© done!”-— But thou, O eternal Father, of thy eternal 
and coequal Son, haſt not called us to an acquieſcente 
in thy will on this great ſubject, for ſuch triffling rea- 
ſons. Thy will hath indeed been done, in * finiſhing 
« tranſgreſſion, in making an end of fin, and in making 
« reconciliation for iniquity,” in the true ſenſe of lan- 
& guage, although, in every age, © the gates of hell” and 
earth have been opened againſt it But, * thou, O Fa- 
« ther, Lord of heaven and earth] haſt hid theſe things 
© from the wiſe and prudent (of the world) and haſt re- 
ct yealed them unto babes. Even ſo, Father, for ſo it 
« ſeemed good in thy ſight.” 

P. 33. l. 21. © God's withdrawing his countenance 
« from him, or inflicting ſecret torments on his ſoul — 
6 ſeems injurious to the character of God, and not agree- 
c able to the truth of the goſpel hiſtory” P. 34 l. 6. 
« He did not, in the depth of his agony, conſider him- 
cc ſelf as ſuffering under divine indignation, nor was there 
„ any reaſon why he ſhould.” Here is a barefaced deni- 
al of any wrath in the ſufferings of our Lord, ſince, from 
what we have already ſeen, he muſt neceſſarily extend this 
to them all; for, here he taſted all the horrors of his 
©« crofs.” But the author mult liſp out the Sibboleth of 
his party, fince puniſhment is a debt ro God, and can- 
not juſtly be exacted of an innocent perſon, who will fay 
© that Chriſt, who was moſt innocent, could be properly 
« puniſhed by God? who will not rather acknowledge 
« his death as a work of great obedience.” * F 

P. 37. l. 10 Our author advances a ſtepfarther. What 
** ſee we here, other than a great and noble ſoul, ſtrug- 
ling with the innocent infirmities of human nature, and 
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© at length gaining a complete victory over them“ ? other 
muſt certainly in this place bear the ſenſe of mare. Thy 
carnal eye, vain “ diſputer of this world,” thy blind de- 
praved reaſon may perceive no © other than a great and 
% noble ſoul,” but the eye of faith can diſcern a perſon 
truly divine, © ſiruggling,” not © with the infirmities of 
« human nature,” but with divine indignation; ——Onc 
* mighty to ſave, travelling in the greatneſs of his ſtrength 
* whoſe own arm brought ſalvation.” * 

Upon the whole, it plainly appears, from the illuſtration 
of theſe four probable reaſons, how greatly the author is 
ſtraitened, -in any thing of a plauſible manner, upon his 
principles, to account for the extraordinary penturbation 
of our Saviour's ſoul. Give him all the aid that he can 
derive from the proſpect of his ſufferings, 6d tir left the 


garden, and from a peculiar delicacy of nerves, (as we 


have ſeen that he can have none from apprehenfivencſs, or 
from 'the.conſequences of his ſufferings, becauſe the firſt 
is inadmiſſible, and the laſt was only matter of conſolation; ) 
he muſt ſtill labour under the force of that objection, which 
he ſo ineffectually ſtrives to anſwer, that our Lord muſt 
appear more weak than many of his own followers, if there 
was no higher cauſe of ſuffering For with regard to af- 
flictions of an outward kind, to which the writer confines 
thoſe of Jeſus, perhaps we may ſafely aſſert, that many of 
them have undergone what were equally violent. They 
have ** glorified God” by the ſame kind of death; their 
bodies have been prepared for crucifixion by the mangling 
ſcourge; they have been hauled from one court of judge- 
ment to another; they have © had trials of cruel mockings.” 
Maſters have not only been betrayed by diſciples, but chil» 
dren by parents, and parents by children: Nay, every me · 
thod of torture has been practiſed, that helliſh ingenuity 
could invent, which might both prolong life, and if poſſi- 
ble, make it exquiſitely miſerable. After all, they have 
not only diſcovered no diſcouragement under theſe varied 
ſufterivgs, but no horror at their approach, although 
painted with all the eloquence of enemies, who wiſhed to 
ſhake their reſolution, that they might prevail with them 
to relinquiſh the cauſe of it. 
P. 39. l. 25. The great leſſon, which we ought to learn 
| | | from 
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« from the preſent, as well as from every other paſſage of 
% our Saviour's life, is a deliberate and unreſerved com- 
4 pliance with the will of God,” The will of God, here 
meant, is evidently his providential will. Now, the ge- 
neral tenor of ſcripture is that the great leſſon to be learned 
from the whole of our Saviour's conduct, is faith in him 
as our ſurety, or ſubmiſſion to God's will of grace. Re- 
ſignation to his will of providence is only a leſſon of a ſe- 
condary order. This is the work of God that we ſhould 
« believe in the name of his Son, and that believing we 
« ſhould have life through his name.” But here we have, 
indeed, a compend of the whole Socinian ſcheme ;—that 
the great end both of the life and death of Chriſt was to 
ſet us an example. 

P. 42. l. 1.“ The benefit which would redound to man- 
« kind from his death, — was truly great and important, 
«& though leſs than divine benevolence withed.” How is 
this doctrine confiſtent with God's declaration; ** The 
©« counſel of the Lord, it ſhall ſtand, and he will do all 
6“ his pleaſure ?” The real tendency of this doctrine is 
towards Atheiſm. For he cannot be the true God, whoſe 
will is ineffectual, whoſe purpoſes are fruſtrated by the 
creature. 

P. 48. foot. He had now the mortification to ſee this 
© veſſel of wrath (Judas) prepared in his own family.” 
The author ſeems to forget the confeſſion of Peter; Lord, 
© thou knoweſt all things.” Does he not repreſent this 
as a preſent diſcovery, and as a diſcovery that produced 
mortification? John gives a very different account of it ; 
6 He knew from the beginning who ſhould betray him.” 
Judas was not prepared in Chriſt's family as a veſſel of 
wrath; for Chriſt knew him from the beginning as the 
t ſon of perdition.” 

P. 161. l. 25. The Lord Jeſus really poſſcſſed—the 
©& ſame favour with God, now when hanging on the croſs, 
tc as on theſe ſplendid occaſions when he fed five thouſand 
« perſons.” Were it meant that Jeſus, conſidered as the 
Son, poſſeſſed the ſame favour with his Father, &c. there 
could be no objection to the ſentiment. Or, were he 
viewed as Mediator, it would alſo be true; becauſe Chriſt 
was as really in his official character under the curſe of the 
law, when in his cradle, as when hanging on the croſs : 

D though 


3 


though at his death the tokens of divine indignation were 
more peculiarly diſplayed. But, from the ſtrain of the 
treatiſe, it is evident that the author means, that the di- 
vine anger was in no reſpect, even at this time, kindled 
againſt him. For we have already ſeen that he denies any 
portion of divine wrath in the ſufferings of Chriſt, fo late 
as his agony m the garden : And hence he grants nothing 
more than an “ alteration of his outward circumſtances “.“ 
P. 177. We have here an account of our Lord's deſer- 
tion, as expreſſed by theſe words:“ My God, my God, 
„ why haſt thou forfaken me?” His deſcription of this 
he begins with the following ſuppoſition : © Perhaps, how- 
© ever, our Lord was overcome at laſt by his ſufferings — 
© as indeed theſe words have been underſtood, and urged 
« by ſome againſt our Saviour's character; concluding 
« them to be words of extreme impatience, and even of 
« abſolute dejection and deſpair.” Who theſe /ome are, 
whom he has in his eye, he is not pleaſed to inform us. 
Only, it is obſervable enough, that he mentions no inter- 
mediate opinion between that blaſphemous one and his 
own; as if he meant tacitely to charge it, as do the Pa- 
piſts, on the friends of the atonement +. Let us hear the 
other opinion: “Others, with much more reaſon, as I 
« apprehend, conſider this exclamation of the holy Jeſus 
© only as a fervent addreſs made to God, for an end of 
© his excruciating pains, in the ſame words which had 
« been formerly ufed by his royal anceſtor David. The 
„ werds might have been rendered, How far, or for how 
long a time halt thou forſaken me?“ To ſet aſide the 
ordinary interpretation of theſe words he invents a new one. 
But this can never alter their tenſe, or remove the conclu- 
ſion deduced trom them. Even grant this view, they ſtill 
admit that he was forſaken, whether we conſider him as 
aſking the queſtion, to exprels his affecting ſenſe of the 
awful nature of this deſertion, or as only enguiring how 
long it thould continue. But this is not enough. This is 
a mere outline, For the very meaning of the word for/aten 
muſt be denied }. “ In the Hebrew file, God is ſaid to 
„ forſake men, when he ſuffers them to fall into great 
« calamities, 
® Pape 62. I. 4. n 
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e calamities, and does not interpoſe ſuddenly for their de- 
„ liverance, though in the mean while he love them ten- 
« derly.“ Although it be granted, that in the Hebrew 
ſtile God is ſaid to forſake men in the ſenſe of which our 
author ſpeaks; yet this avails nothing, unleſs he could 
demonſtrate that the expreſſion will admit of no other 
ſenſe. But the ſame Syriac or Chaldaic word, ſabachtani 
or /abaktant, which our Lord uſes, occurs, as far as we 
can find, but thrice in the old teſtament; ana in one of 
theſe places it is uſed to denote a judicial deſertion, “ the 
kingdom ſhall not be 4% to other people * ;” that is, it 
ſhall not be abandoned to the deſtruction of any greater 
power, like the other monarchies that preceded it, which 
were ſucceſſively deſtroyed or ſwallowed up, the one by 
the other. Alſo, the word + uſed by David in Pf. xxii. 1. 
not only ſignifies to leave for the purpoſe of trial, but alſo 
in the way of judgement or indignation, as appears from 
the ſame David's deprecation of this calamity ; © Put not 
thy ſervant away in anger—leave mc not t.“ This is the 
word which his enemies ufed, when they thought that he 
was utterly caſt off: God hath forfaken him d 'There- 
fore he prays afterwards : ** Now when Iam old and gray- 
headed, forſake me not ||.” And again, “ O forſake me 
not utterly J.“ And in this ſenſe he declares : ** I have 
not ſeen the righteous forſaken *.“ Indeed this word, 
when applied to God, more frequently fignifies deſertion 
of a penal nature, than that which only implies the idea of 
fatherly chaſtiſement. The ſame thing might be obſerved 
with reſpect to the word ++ by which Chriſt's expreſſion 
is tranſlated in the goſpels. Always when it is applied to 
God as deſerting any one, it ſignifies a deſertion in the 
ſenſe of puniſhment. 'To mention one inſtance only, it 
is uſed to denote the power of death in its full extent: 
„ Thou wilt not leave my foul in hell 44.“ 

He farther obſerves $$, that theſe words © expreſs in 
effect the ſame ſenſe with the words immediately follow- 
« ing in that place, Why art thou ſo far from helping me.“ 
But even theſe words will not bear the ſenſe he puts on 
them: „For how long a time haſt thou forſaken me?“ 


For, 
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For, to every candid reader they muſt clearly expreſs, not 
ſo properly the continuance of the divine abſence in what- 
ever reſpect, as the greatneſs of it, not merely the delay 
of deliverance, but the ſeverity of hiding. For we may 
uſe the ſame freedom with our author, and take the words 
immediately following as exprefling the ſenſe of theſe; 
J cry in the day time, but thou heareſt me not.” 

But the Doctor is not aware of the falſe ſtep which he 
makes, in endeavouring to deprive theſe words of their 
proper meaning. For his view lays him under the neceſ- 
ſity of conſidering them as “a fervent addreſs made to 
God for an end of his excruciating pains, that he would 
bring them to a ſpeedy concluſion—as an ardent with that 
a period might be put to theſe mortal tortures *.” New, if 
he confine this delire of deliverance to his “ extreme bo- 
dily pain,“ as he does $; it is not eaſy to apprehend, that 
he can make the reſignation of our Lord to the will of his 
Father as perfect as the ſcripture repreſents it. It is law- 
ful indeed for any one to pray unconditionally for deliverance 
from vindiQtive wrath, but not to pray in the ſame man- 
ner for deliverance from fatherly chaſtiſement. Now, if 
we reckon this a prayer preſented in the latter ſenſe, and 
merely reſpecting a ſpeedy termination of bodily pain, 
whence is it that our Saviour expreſſes it with no ſort of 
Iimitation? If it be contined to this, or underſtood of this 
principally, it cannot be eaſily ſhewn that it did not argue 
ſome degree of impatience under thoſe ſufferings, which 
his Father was pleaſed to inflict. If he knew that there 
was nothing but love in the whole of this diſpenſation, 
why ſo extremely anxious to be freed from it? If this ex- 
preſſed ſo ardent a wiſh for deliverance from bodily pain, 
how can we learn from “ this paſſage of our Saviour's life 
« a deliberate and wnreſerved compliance with the will of 
« God, and ſubmiſſion to his ditpoſals, with reſpect to 
us, in all circumſtances, how — ſhocking ſoever to our 
« natural feelings and inclinations.” f For true reſignati- 
on conſiſts in patiently bearing whatever ſufferings our 
compaſtionate Father may inflict, as long as it may be his 
pleafure to continue them, It is our author's doctrine a- 
lone, that ſeems to charge our Lord with * abſolute de- 
jeCtion.” For refer it io you, my brethren, whether it 
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does not appear more to argue impatience in the ſufferer, 

to cry out with regard to the length of his ſufferings, and 

to ſolicit a termination of them, than humbly to aſk the 

reaſon of God's contending? In a word, how does his 

view of Chriſt's language on this occaſion agree with what 

he ſays elſewhere; * if he ſeem to betray any mark of hu- 

* man weakneſs in the near proſpect and contemplation of 
his ſufferings, it is certain that he diſcovered nothing of 
«« that kind when actually engaged with them *.” What- 
ever our author may apprehend, we attribute no deſpair 
to our Saviour in his deſertion. This was impoſſible, 
Nor was it neceſſary: For although he, as our Surety, 
ſuſtained what was equivalent to the pains of hell, yet 
deſpair, as a fruit of divine indignation, is not effential to 
theſe, but ariſes from the ſtate of the miſerable creature, 
who has no hope of deliverance. Chriſt's deſertion did 
not affect his divine nature, he was not really deprived of 
the divine love, for, on the contrary, God never loved his 
Son more ardently than when he hung upon the croſs 
« Therefore (faith Chriſt) doth my Father love me, be- 
cauſe I lay down my life.“ F It implied no privation of 
his holineſs ; nor was he denied the real ſupport of divine 
power. But he wanted a preſent ſenſe of God's love, with 
reſpect to his human nature; nay, he had a real feeling 
of the divine indignation. The power of the divine 
nature was not experienced in the holy human ſoul of 
Chriſt, as it had always been heretofore. As that was 
* the hour and power of darkneſs, (as) the prince of this 
world“ was then laid to come, it is moſt likely that Chriſt 
at that time ſtruggled with the moſt dreadful temptations 
from Satan, trying to drive him to deſpair ; thougk they 
were altogether ineffectual. Beſides, this deſertion was 
only for a ſhort time; becauſe the temporary deſertion of 
one really God, with reſpect to his divine nature, was e- 
quivalent to the eternal deſertion of mere creatures, and 
therefore ſuſtained by the juſtice of God inſtead of the e- 
verlaſting ſuffering which his pcople merited, in a “ de- 
© ſtruction from the preſence of the Lord, and from the 
« glory of his power. Unleſs ** the chaſtiſement of their 
% peace nad been upon him,“ he would never have had 
reaſon to cry out, © Why halt thou forſaken me.” ft 


P. 180, 
F464 3% 1 John x. 7. 
} The learned reader who wiſhes to ce more on this ſubject may con- 
ſult Turret. ſatisf. verit, par. 3. Markit, exercitat in N. T. ad loc. 
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P. 180. foot, * Indeed it (his death) ſeems to have been 
© haſtened through the ſpecial favour of God to the 
Son of his love. Jeſus had deſired a ſpeedy diſmiſſion 
« from his ſufferings, when all things were fulfilled, and 
«© God granted his deſire. Having given full proof of his 
© patience and obedience, God was pleaſed to ſhorten 
ce the duration of his pains, and to releaſe him from the 
© torments of the croſs, ſooner than the ſtrength of na- 
« ture gave reaſon to expe.” This circumſtance, by 
all friends to the divinity of Chriſt, has been reckoned a 
ſtrong proof of the truth of his divine nature; and in- 
deed, an act of it, and a verification of his own words: 
«© No one taketh it from me, but I lay it down of myſelf. 
© I have power to lay it down, and I have power to take 
* itagain*®,” But our author thinks differently. With 
him it was all an act of ſpecial favour on the part of the 
Father, no act of divine power on the part of the Son. 
It was to ſhorten the duration of his pains, not to de» 
clare the dignity of the Sufferer. Strange ! that a heathen 
ſoldier ſhould have a juſter view of this than a Chriſtian 
doQor; tor the Centurion ſeeing Chriſt die in his ſtrength, 
without any appearance of a diminution of his natural 
powers, cried out,“ Verily this was the Son of God.” 

P. 181. 1.12, **When his virtue and piety were put to the 
© ſevereſt teſt, ho is there but muſt acknowledge the 
& perfection of his character?“ And again, I. 24. Had 
* an ordinary man, though of eſteemed probity and re- 
« ligicn.” &c. Here he contraſts him with an ordinary 
man, which gives too much reaſon to ſuppoſe that he 
conſiders him as a mere, though extraordinary man. 

P. 226. l. 3. He was now no more in the ſtate of 
« mortality; and it wasgfit he ſhould wean them by de- 
& grees from their fond attachment to his perſon, and 
« accuſtom them io bear his bodily abſence, before he 
„ ſhould take a final leave of them.” Let not our lan- 
guage appear too ſtrong, though we aſſert, that this ſen- 
tence is fraught, either with error, or with abſurdity and 
contradiction. For, from a particular examination of 
its members, one of theſe concluſions will appear una- 
voidable. © He was no more in the ſtate of mortality.” 
This ſuppoſes that Chriſt was formerly in the ſlate of 

: mortality. 


John x, 18, 
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mortality. But what are we to underſtand by this ſtate ? 
Why, it certainly ſignifies that in which all men natu- 
rally are. A ſtate of mortality is a ſtate. of ſubjection to 
death Subjection to death only proceeds from a ſtate 
of ſubjection to fin : for, * by one man fin entered into the 
„ world, and death by fin.—The wages of ſin is death.” 
Now, if Chriſt was in a ſtate of mortality before his cru- 
cifixion, he muſt have been ſo, cither by reaſon of his 
natural frame, or of a peculiar divine conſtitution. The 
laſt our author will not allow, becauſe he denies that Je- 
ſus was under the curſe. Indeed, even in this ſenſe he 
could not properly be ſaid to be in the ſtate of mortality; 
for this implies a natural tendency to death and corrup- 
tion in the trame of the man. But there was nothing of 
this kind in Chriſt. - His death did not proceed from any 
tendency of nature to it, but was an act of his own will, 
in conſequence of his eternal undertaking : for, accord- 


ing to the words lately mentioned, © No one had power 


to take his life, he laid it down of himſelf” The Doc- 
tor muſt then grant that he was in that ſtate according 
to the common courſe of nature. But what blaſphemy 
is this, —that the holy Jeſus, who was “ ſeparate from 
ſinners,” ſhould be naturally ſubject to death like other 
men! What inconſiſtency ! How could a perſon perfcct- 
ly holy be ſo? Neither blaſphemy nor inconſiſtency here, 
if the Doctor pleaſe to avail himſelf of the divinity of his 
near kinſmen the Socinians. For, according to them, 
all men have the ſceds of corruption and mortality in their 
nature, proceeding, not from fin, but from the neceſſa- 
ry weakneſs of their material frame. From this they do 
not exempt our common father Adam. « Andit 
% was fit that he ſhould wean them by degrees from their 
“ fond attachment to his perſon, &c.” Here, from the 
connection, his perfon ſeems to be viewed as the ſame 
thing with his human nature, as if this conſtituted the 
whole mediatory perſon of Chriſt. Now, if his perſon 
be meant in this ſenſe, it is ſhocking to ſay, that © it 
was fit to wean them from their fond attachment to it;“ 
becauſe the mediatory perſon of Chriſt is the immediate 
object of faith. If it be underſtood as only referring to 
the human nature, then there is a denial of his real deity, 
Jo that the expreſſion is in the higheſt degree erroncous, 

WRATCYCP 


(. I 5 


whatever way you view it.—Put how was he to take “a 
final leave of them?“ Was it with reſpect to his perſon ? 
then his promite failed; © Lo, I am with you always 
even unto the end of the world.” Was it only as to his 
body? Then his whole human nature did not leave this 
earth, unleſs we ſuppoſe with ſome, who are no great 
friends to the deity of Chriſt, that the ſoul and body are 


not eſſentially different in their nature, but only differ- 


ent modifications of the ſelf-ſame matter. If the laſt be 
the author's meaning, we are at no loſs to underſtand the 
deſign of the phraſe bodily ab/ence. For there are certain 
perſons, who, though they pretend to grant that the ſoul 
and body are in ſome ſenſe diſtin&t on earth, maintain 
that there is no diſtinction after the reſurrection ; which 
they apply to Chriſt as well as to others. But, after all, 
what can be meant by a final leave? Does he mean, that 
he is never to return? No. This cannot be ſuppoſed. 
Then it muſt be meant of the period between our Lord's 
aſcenſion and his ſecond coming. And has our Lord 
really in this ſenſe taken a final leave of his church ? A- 
las, what an uncomfortable idea! But how can it be o- 
therwiſe according to this gemleman's doCtrine ? For, in 
the ſentence now conſidered, he ſo connects his perſon and 
his bodily abſence, that, by reaſon of the latter, he evi- 


dently means, that we are deprived of the former; and. 


that our Lord has really taken a compleat farewel of his 
church for a time. If then his per/onal and bodily pre- 
ſence are to be viewed as one, and if“ it was fit that he 
ſhould wean them from their fond attachment to his per- 
ſon,” what is left to the poor diſciples of Chriſt? 'To 
what in their bleſſed Lord is it that they are to retain 
« their fond attachment?“ He has thought it © expedient 
for them that he ſhould go away,” with reſpect to his 
human nature; and we grant that “ now we know him 
no more after the fleſh.” But here is a profeſſed diſci- 
ple, who ſeems perfectly contented to be weaned from 
an attachment to his perſon itſelf, and who has removed 
this alſo from the followers of Jeſus? And where is our 
conſolation now? If we be thus “ bereaved we are be- 
reaved.” Much more reaſon have we to cry out than 
had Mary Magdalen, © They have taken away my Lord, 
and I know not where they have laid him.“ 

Thus 


- 
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Thus far have I followed the learned author regularly 
through the hiſtorical part of his eſſay. Several other 
expreſſions might afford ſufficient ſcope for animadver- 
fion ; but as the length of this letter has already eneroach- 
ed too much on your patience, theſe I ſhall paſs over, 
and alſo delay the preſent confideration of the ſecond 


part. | 

That the Father of lights may give you an underſtand- 
ing to know him that is true, and that you may be in 
him that is true, even in him who is the true God, and 
eternal life, is the earneſt deſire of, 
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Mr Bax TAARN, 
Tour very humble Servant, 
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To the Lay- Members of the Church of ScorLANd, 
and eſpecially to thoſe, of the Cor ZGIATBE 
Cuvschof Arx. | 1 


My BRETHREN, | 
1* the foregoing letter L have tcanſidered ſeveral things 
contained in the firſt, or hiſtorical part of Dr. M Gill's 
eſſay, without any regard to order. As the ſecond part 
is properly intended as dottrinal, I ſhall obſerve another 
method, —by conſidering his ſentiments under diſtinct 


heads. By bringing together, in one point of view theſe 


which are ſuattered throughout the treatiſe, you will be 
more able to form a judgement of his real opinions, and 
more eaſily diſcern the extenſive influence of that ſyſtem of 
etror which he unhappily adopts. 

I ſhallbegin with his doctrine concerning human RR ASO, 
becauſe this is in fact the foundation of the whole Socinian 
ſcheme. By exalting this idol into the throne of God, 
thoſe who embrace this ſyſtem, not only degrade the right- 
ful poſſeſſor, but undermine the whole of that revelation 
which he hath graciouſly given to mankind. I ſhall not 


inſiſt on ſome very ſuſpicious expreſſions contained in a 


note at the foot of pages 370, and 371, where he ſpeaks 
of © human doctrines and traditions in religion, which 
are ſupported by no reaſonable evidence. I ſhall paſs on 
to another place, p. 469 .l. 3. where, though he expreſſes 
uimſelf more cautiouſly on this topic than on many others, 
he ſeems to diſcover his ſentiments pretty plainly : © The 
«« goſpel does not addreſs itſelf to brute creatures, but to 
e thoſe who are rational. It encourages and requires the 
'** faithful exerciſe of that leading faculty of man which 
*« we call reaſon; and all its words, fairly interpreted, are 
*« perfectly conſonant thereto.” As there is no limitation 
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in this expreſſion, it would ſeem that it is the natural rea- 
ſon of man, even as unenlightened by the Spirit of God 

which is here meant. This indeed can ſcarcely admit of 
a doubt; for he adds a little lower: „It (the goſpel or 
divine philoſophy) does not require capacity and pene- 
« tration ſo much as an honeſt mind.” The goſpel, in- 
deed, “ encourages and requires the faithful exerciſe of 
this leading faculty.“ So far we are agreed in ſound. But 
let us ſee, whether we agree in ſenſe. It requires the faith- 
ful exerciſe of reaſon in the ſame reſpect in which the fa- 
ther of the faithful exerciſed it, by ſubmitting it fimply to 
the authority of the great Revealer, when © he who had 
received the promiſes, offered up his only begotten ſon “. 
This indeed is the moſt * faithful exercife of that leading 
faculty,” to bow down before the Lord its maker; and 
while it aſks the evidence of the truth of the revelation, 
to demand no evidence of the thing revealed. But is this 
our author's ſenſe? I fear not. For, fays he, “All its 
« words, fairly interpreted,” that is, according to what 
he elſewhere calls “ reaſonable evidence - are perfectly 
« conſonant thereto.” His meaning plainly is, that they 
are perfectly conſonant” to reaſon in its natural ſtate. 
Now, what are we to underftand by a perfect confonancy ? 
does not this ſignify ſuch an agreement between RRxASON 
and REVELATION, as that all the doctrines of the latter 
are quite intelligible to the former? Surely, For it 
does not * require capacity and penetration to underſtand 
« it ſo much as an honeſt mind.” But it is all one, whe» 
ther he mean natural reaſon, or reaſon as renewed and en- 
lightened by the Spirit of God; for to neither, will his 
doctrine apply. Even to the laſt of theſe the doctrines of 
revelation cannot be ſaid to be perfectly conſonant. For 
Paul himſelf could acknowledge, and no one will doubt 
that he knew a good deal more than this Reverend Doctor: 
Here we ſee but in part, and know but in part, We 
«« ſee darkly as in a glaſs,” or, © We ſee enigmatically, as 
in a riddle.” But let us give our author a fair hearing. 
Perhaps, there is a ſecret contained in that expreflion, 
6e fairly interpreted,” which we have not yet diſcovered. 
Pray, what is this fair interpretation ? When the fcripture 
informs us, that there are“ three that bear record in hes 
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« yen:” is it to believe that it means only one, if the in- 
ſpiration of the text be not denied altogether? When it 
tells us that © without controverſy great is the myſtery of 
godlineſs; is it to believe, that it means that it is no my- 
ſtery at all? When it aſſures us, that we were ** ſhapen in 
iniquity, and conceived in ſin;“ is it to perſuade ourſelves 
that it ſignifies that man was born in a ſtate of purity ? 
When it declares that the Word was made fleſh;” is it to 
conclude, that he never exiſted before he appeared in fleſh ? 
When it ſays that Chriſt was before Abraham” is it to 
believe that he did not exiſt till about two thouſand years 
afterwards? When it proclaims ariſing again of the dead; 
is it to underſtand, that the ſame body is not raiſed at all? 
In a word, is it to interpret ſcripture fairly, to ſuppoſe 
that God means to communicate his will to ignorant and 
ſinful men, and, at the ſame time uſes words in a ſenſe 


directly oppoſed io the common uſe of language, and tend. 


ing to lead his poor creatures aſtray, and to bewilder them 
more than if they had never received any revelation ? If 
this be a ** fair interpretation,” then we mult infiſt that 
there be alſo a fair interpretation of the word reaſen; and 
that henceforth, among all Chriſtians, it be underſtood 
as meaning neither more nor leſs than abſurdity. 

But let us hear a little more on this leading faculty: 
No doctrine was ever taught in the world ſo ennobling 
% to human nature as the goſpel, or ſo per fective of the 
«4 reaſon of man *.“ But is it human nature, as it preſently 
ſubſiſts, that it ſo ennobles? is it the natural reaſon of 
man that it ſo perfects? Undoubtedly it is; for reaſon 
with him is ſtill a pure faculty, fit to diſcharge every func- 
tion as perfectly as at firſt, though ſometimes it bas its own 
difficulties, from the aſſaults of paſſion. Alas, how far is 
he miitaken ! For there, never was any doctrine, which 
diſcovered human nature in ſo humiliating a point of view, 
as the goſpel in its full extent. It debaſes it even to a 
compariſon with the brutes that periſh.” Nor was there 
ever any doctrine ſo humbling to the pride of reaton. It 
is the diſtinguiſhing character of the goſpel, by which it 
was propheſied ct under the old teſtament, unleſs the pro- 
pheſies ſhould be reckoned only conditions! : ©* The loftinets 


« of man ſhall be bowed down, and the haughtineis ot | 


* 
W: 


N P. 491. 1. 7. 


GR 
% 


. 

© man ſhall be made low: And the Lord alone ſhall 
« be exalted in that day *.” The- goſpel ſtains the 
pride of all glory. That no fleſh might glory in his 
«« preſence;” But © aceording as it is written, He that 
6% glorieth, let him glory in the Lord .“ What, does 
it not perfect reaſon? It does ſo indeed, but only by 
renewing it, and by ſubjecting it to faith. However, he 
has not done with his darling theme. Revealed truth 
is addrefled to the underſtanding of man—it is there- 
« fore intelligible, and may, with reaſonable attention 
&« and honeſt views, be underſtood and known. It is 
« conſiſtent in every part with reaſon, the original gift of 
% God.” Here he evidently allows us to conclude, that 
it is the whole of revealed truth which he means; becauſe 
he ſpeaks without the leaſt reſerve. Revelation, indeed, 
is ſo far conſiſtent with reaſon, that it contains nothing 
contrary to right reaſon. But if this conſiſtency be meant 
of a conſonancy to natural reaſon, which, from the con- 
nection, is clearly his meaning; and that it contains no- 
thing but what is fully intelligible to this faculty; then 
My$STERY is deſtroyed. Indeed, this he denies altoge- 
ther: No juſt objection can now lie againſt the media- 
tion, merits, or interceſſion of Chritt, as repreſented 
« in ſcripture; ſeeing Lis ſo agreeable to the ordinary 
« courſe of providence, atd ſo much of a piece with the 
conduct of God in | inſtances of which we have 
1% daily experience 6.“ The meaning of this is, — The 
wiſdom of God in a myſtery,” the glorious method of 
ſalvation through. Chrilt, is agreeable to the ordinary 
courſe of providence; that is, it is no more difficult to 
underſtand the one than the other. What does he mean 
by“ the ordinary courſe of providence ?” Does it ſignify 
theſe aſtoniſhing wonders that appear in the works of God, 
as the Preſerver of the univerſe; in ſuſpending bodies in- 
conceivably great in a vacuum, or in ſome unknown ſub- 
tile fluid, by what philoſophers call the law of gravitation, 
that is, by a particular incomprehenſible mode of imme- 
diate divine operation; in enabling all. theſe bodies regu- 
larly to preſerve their diſtinct orbits; in making the fee- 
ble ſand a boundary for the devouring ocean; in holding 
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earth in exiſtence, though in momentary danger of being 
deluged with water, or conſumed by the raging flames, 
which are pent up in its own bowels; or even in maintain- 
ing the union between two ſuch oppoſite principles, as 
pure ſpirit and groſs matter, in our own frame? Is this the 
ordinary courſe of providence that is meant? If fo, no ob · 
jection can lie againſt the doctrine of ſalvation more juſtly 
than againſt the conduct of God in theſe inſtances ” For 
the ordinary courſe of providence is as unintelligible to us 
as the method of grace. But our author will not allow us 
to judge fo charitably of his ſentiments. It is evident from 
the 255th and 28 5th pages incluſive, that by the ordi- 
nary courſe of providence” he means - God's hearing the 
prayers of good men in behalf of others. And, with him, 
it is no more difficult to underſtand the doctrine of Chriſt's 
mediation. How nearly his ſentiments on this head are 
allied to thoſe of the Papiſts, with reſpect to the prayers 
of angels and ſaints, I do not take time to ſhow, but 
would only beg of you to compare his opinion of reaſon 
and myſtery with the declarations of the word of God: 
*« Having the underſtanding darkened, &c.—The natural 
«© man receiveth not the things of the Spirit of God, for 
te they are fooliſhneſs to him; neither can he know them, 
« for they are ſpiritually difcerned “.“ What are we to 
underſtand by the natural man ? Plainly, every man who 
has nothing more than the powers of nature to enable him 
to apprehend divine revelation: For Jude explains this 
character. Senſual, (animal, or natural,) having not the 
« Spirit f.“ The Dector elſewhere explains what he 
means by the ordinary courſe of providence: ©** He gene- 
rally employeth viſible agents in this world to execute 
all his purpoſes, whether of mercy or of judgement.” 
Then, as applying this general obſervation, he adds: 
That he ſhould fave men, therefore, by the man Chriſt 
Jeſus, is no way unſuitable to the eſtabliſhed order of 
% providence |.” Bat, though you may think that his 
ſentiments are not quite congenial to the doctrines of 
ſcripture, perhaps you will not diſcern much difference 
between them and thoſe of the zollowers of Socinus. 
Slichtingius, ſpeaking of thoſe who are“ without under- 
ſanding,” obſerves: ** To this claſs are juſtly to be re- 
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© ferred thoſe who refuſe to ſubject the doctrines of 
« faith to the examination of reaſon; and, though rea- 
« ſon evidently reclaim againſt any doctrine, aſſert that 
« it is to be led captive. They ſee not, they conſider 
* not, that the word of God is not given to brutes, but 
« to men only.—— But, if the mind, in perceiving and 
© rightly undertanding the word of God, is to be led 
e captive, verily, there can be no reaſon why the word 
« of God ſhould not be preached to brutes *.” And a- 
gain: ** Theſe are not the myſteries of God which can- 
„ not be underſtood +.” | | | 

Let us now conſider his doctrine; with reſpect to Cre- 
ATLON. No other motive can be conceived, ſo worthy 
« of God, for creating the world and the different ranks 
«© of creatures in it, as goodnefs, or the deſire of commu- 
4% nicating happineſs 4 :” that is, God made all things 
for the happineſs of his creatures. Their bleſſedneſs is 
his higheſt: end. But the ſcripture gives us a far more 
exalted: view of the. deſign of God; he © made all things 
© for himſelf.” Indeed, the very text, which he adduccs, 
in confirmation of this doctrine, proves rhe very contrary. 
c for thy pleaſure, (or, as he explains it) becauſe of thy 
« will, they are and were created 5. His own tranſla- 
tioncis-extremely incongruous to the doctrine meant to 
be eſtabliſhed by it. For, according to it, the work of 
creation: is attributed, not to a neceſſity of nature in the 
diſplay of divine goodneſs, but to abſolute ſovereignty, 
Now, ſince the author finds no ſtronger proof of his doc- 
trine than this, we may leave him io make the beſt of it 
he can. He evidently tuppoſes, that God made man im- 
perfect, and gave him certain powers not ſuſficient to 
enable him to keep his law, but only by the event to diſ- 
cover to him his own weakneſs. Nor could he ſuſtain 
e any hurt by trying his own ſtrength in this way to the 

3 | f © urmoſt, 


Ad inſpientes iſtos merito referendi ſunt, qui dogmata fidei ad ratianis 
ex3men admitti nolunt, et quam vis manifeſta ratio dogmati alicui retlamet, 
eam captivandam eſſe dicunt Non vident, neo attendunt, brutis Dei ver- 
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*« utmoſt, and endeavouring to gain eternal life, if he. 
% could, merely by his own obedieuce, without the aſ- 
« fiſtance of a mediator *.” But this he expreſſes more 
fully a little below, where he gives us his views of 

The CovgNAN T of Works. © That a frail and fallible 

« creature, ſuch as man is in his beſt eſtate, endowed 
« with animal paſſions as well as reaſon— ſhould be able 
* to ſecure his happineſs for ever by his own perfect obe- 
« dience; He who made him knew it to be impoſſible .“ 
Where is the author's zeal for the juſtice and holineſs of 
God? What adreadful imputation'on both theſe adora- 
ble perfections does this doctrine contain! That perfect 
obedience was required, according to the primary con- 
ſtitution of man, he does not deny, For it immediately 
follows: “ At the ſame time his law, which is the law of 
« eternal reQitude and truth; could not in the nature of 
« things require leſs of man as the rule of his conduct; 
* that is, it could not permit him to neglect or violate 
** his duty in any inſtance or degree, without becoming 
te liable to puniſhment, and forteiting ſome portion of 
© his happineſs.” Here, then, we have the proper con- 
dition of the covenant, which is perfect obedience, and 
a declaration of the certainty of the penalty or puniſh= 
ment, conſiſting in “ the forfeiture of ſome portion of his 
„ happineſs:” And he afterwards informs us, that he 
means the penalty of death .“ If God then required 
perfect obedience, and threatned death ia caſe of diſobe- 
dience, even our natural ideas of divine juſtice would diſ- 
poſe us to believe, that he gave man ſufficient ability to 
fulfil the condition, and avoid the penalty. But the mat- 
ter was quite otherwiſe, according to our author : For, 
ce that he ſhould ſecure his happineſs by his own obedi- 
« ence, He, who made him, knew it to be impoſlible.” 
Bur, „ (hall not the Judge of all the earth do right?“ 
Will God require of his own creature the fulfilment of a 
condition which he bath never given him power to ful- 
fil? Will he pupiſh his creature for not doing more than 
he gave him ability to do? For he cannot deny that death 
was a penalty. But it appears, that ſome people can make 
a great outcry about the divine perfections, merely to 
ſer ve their own purpoſes. With them, it is W 

wi 
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with the juſtice of God to puniſh others for the ſin of the 
firſt Adam, and to puniſh the ſecond Adam, in the cha- 
rafter of a ſurety, becauſe he had no ſin of his own. 
Yet it is perfectly conſiſtent with this attribute, to puniſh 
a poor creature becauſe he did not do what God himſelf 
* knew to be impoſſible.” To uſe our author's own words 
on another occaſion, Does not this ** border very much 
upon the practice of thoſe who call evil good, and good 
evil, and put bitter for ſweet, and ſweet for bitter?“ 
But whatever variance there might ſeem between this 
doctrine and that of the holy ſcriptures, it was neceſſary 
that the learned writer ſhould certify his affinity to the 
divines of Poland, and eſpecially to their patriarch So- 
cinus, who ſpeaks in this manner : * We conclude there- 
fore, that Adam even before he had tranſgreſſed the 
* commandment of God, was not truly righteous, ſince 
© he was not infallible ; and that the reaſon why he had 
© not ſinned, was becauſe he had not an occaſion of do- 
* ing ſo: And certainly, one cannot afticm that he was 
« righteous, ſince it cannot be proved that he would have 
“ abſtained from ſin, if he had had the opportunity *.” 
The very ſame doctrine our author maintains: It ne- 
© ver was the intention of Almighty God to fave men by 
* what is called a covenant of works, without grace; and 
* for this plain reaſon, becauſe the thing is impractica- 
© ble for ſuch creatures as we are. By it our firſt pa- 
& rents themſelves were not ſaved f.“ Here he evidently 
ſuppoſes, that Adam before he fell was in the ſame fi- 
tuation with us, as we come into the world. This doc- 
trme he endeavours to ſupport in a very ſtrange manner, 
by adducing one of the cleareſt paſſages againſt his plan, 
to be found in ſcripture: ** If righteouſneſs come by the 
© law, then Chriſt is dead in vain 1.“ He has, indeed, a 
twofold deſign in bringing forward this text. His inten- 
tion evidently is, in the firſt place, to ſhow, that all the 
ſons of Adam are equally able with himſelf to obey God's 
law, and that he never put it in man's power to fave him- 
ſett by perfect obedience: as if Paul's ſcope in theſe words 
had been to ſhow, that it was impoſſible for man in any 
ſituation 
* Soc. prælect. 3. 4. apud Jurieu tableau de Socinianifme, part I. J. 1, 
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ſituation to attain righteouſneſs by his own doings. He 
is, indeed, ſo far right in ſaying, that © it was never 
God's intention to ſave man by a covenant of works :” 
for, if this' had been his intention, it could not have fail- 
ed. It is alſo true, that, © the thing is impracticable for 
ſuch creatures as we are.” But this does not prove, that 
it was impracticable for one “ made after the image of 
God, in his likeneſs, —created in knowledge, righteouſ- 
neſs, and the holineſs of truth.” Although“ our firſt 
parents themſelves were not ſaved” by the covenant of 
works. It was their own fault. The only reaſon why 
they were not ſaved by it, was becauſe they willfully de- 
Aroyed themſelves, and all their poſterity by the breach of 
it.“ The commandment was (once) unto life.” It loſt 
its power of giving life, it became“ weak (only) through 
the fleſh,” or corruption of human nature. For © God 
made man upright, but he ſought out many inventions.” 
But he has clearly another deſign in introducing theſe 
words, —to ſhow that © God accepts of repentance and 
fincere obedience, inſtead of ſinleſs perfection.“ Thus, 
with that uncommon effrontery, of which we ſhall have 
many inſtances afterwards, he employs one of the moſt 
pointed texts, in the whole Bible, againſt the doctrine of 
merit, as if it were meant ſolely in his favour. If, (ſays 
* he) we could have attained to eternal happineſs by our 
« own perfect obedience to the law of God, there could 
© have been no need of the death or mediation of Chriſt.” 
Ile wiſhes to repreſent the force of the apoſtle's concluſi- 
on, as ſtriking only againſt an attempt to be juſtified by 
perfef obedience; and, of conſequence, that the Galatians 
ſought juſtification in this way. But from the ſtrain of the 
epittle it is undeniable, that they did not ſeek eternal life by 
perfect obedience; but only joined their own imperfect o- 
hedience with the righteouſneſs of Chriſt. They did not re- 
** jet the hearing of faith,” or of the doctrine of ſalvation 
through the blood of Chriſt +. They“ ſought (only to 
be made perfect by the fleſhf.” The apoſtle declares, 
that however far they were miſled for a time, “they 
* were the children of God by faith in Chriſt Jeſus $.” 
They had not in profeffion renounced Chriſt, though 
they joincd the obſervation both of the moral, and of the 
| ; ceremonial 
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ceremonial law to his righteouſneſs as neceſſary to juſtifi- 
cation. Therefore, he uſes it as an argument with them, 
that, “if they were circumciſed, Chriſt would profit 
them nothing ®;” which would have been of no force 
with perſons who had altogether renounced Chriſt, and 
who fought eternal life by perfect obedience. Had they 
pretended this, it would have been to no purpoſe to tell 
them, that by circumciſion they became “ debtors to do 
the whole law +;” for Paul muſt have known, that this 
was juſt what they meant: or that they“ were fallen from 
grace t; or that “ a little leaven leavencd the whole 
lump || ;”” for they would inſtantly have replied with a 
ſneer at the apoſtle's filly method of reaſoning, that what 
he ſo pompouſly introduced as his concluſion, was really 
their firſt principle. The falſe teachers did not any more 
than /ome in our day, in as many words renounce “ the 
croſs of Chriſt.” They were only afraid of perſecution 


for it; and therefore enjoined the obſervation of the ce- 


remonial law, in order to curry favour with the Jews, 
who generally, as they did with reſpect to the Maſter, 
ſtirred up the Gentiles againſt the diſciples h. Now, it is 
againſt thoſe who mingled faith and works that the a- 
poſtle reaſons in this manner: and his concluſion, even 
according to our author's doctrine, muſt be equally valid 
againſt them, as if they had pretended to give per fect o- 
bedience. For he adds in the paſſages already referred 
to: The ſupreme Lawgiver determined from the begin- 
« ning to, mitigate the rigour of law, to make allowances 
% for human error and imperfection, and to accept of 
« repentance and fincere obedience, inſtead of ſinleſs 
« perfection.“ Now, as he denies that Chrilt really o- 
beyed the law, and fatisfied the juſtice of God in our 
ſtead, he cannot aſlign any good reaſon why God might 
not have admitted this kind of obedience, without the in- 
tervention of ſo inefficient a Redeemer. So that it is juſt 
againſt him, and ſuch judaiſing phariſaical teachers, that 
the apoſtle's argument has its full force, nay, hath any 
force at all, in the two branches of abſurdity ſuppoſed. 
For, if righteouſneſs come by the law, (then) the grace 
of God is fruſtrate,” made void or readercd of none ct- 
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ect: becauſe ſalvation muſt be wholly of grace, or not 
at all. If by grace, then it is no more of works, other- 
* wiſe grace is no more grace. But if it be of works, 
* then it is no more grace, otherwiſe work is no more 
« work “.“ It alters the very nature of grace, it ex- 
cludes it altogether, if works be mingled with it, as in 
any degree meritorious. © It is no more grace;” for 
however {mall the degree may be ſuppoled, the very 
foundation is altered.“ To him that worketh is the re- 
« ward reckoned, not of grace, but of debt f.“ It alſo 
follows, that“ Chriſt died in vain.” For, if God could 
accept of our repentance and imperfect obedience, then 
there was no occaſion for ſo © unſpeakable a gift.“ He 
might well have“ ſpared his own Son.” Indeed, I ra- 
ther wonder that the author ſhould mention ſuch a text 
at all, than that he ſhould endeavour to pervert it. Itis 
aſtoniſhing, that he has diſcovered no antient manuſcript 
of great authority, where it is wanting. For, if he view 
it in its evident meaning, from the whole ſtrain of the 
epiſtle, he muſt reckon it an argument every way un- 
worthy of ſo wiſe a man as Paul. For the author him- 
Jclt not only grants the ſuppoſition, but has not the leaſt 
objection to the doctrine contained in the concluſon. He 
believes that Chriſt, not only“ died in vain,” in regard 
to the failure of his endeavours, as to many of thoſc for 
whom he died; but that there was no real neceſlity for 
his death at any rate. He is ſatisfied, that though Chriſt 
had not had any © previous trial of our infirmities and 
« affiifttons, the caſe might have been the ſame that it is 

« as to the final accompliſhment of our hopes 4.“ 
Let. us hear him a little further on this head: „It was 
« the good pleaſure of Almighty God, that this death 
„ ſhould not be eternal, as the rigour of the law required 
« it to be, but only temporary.” Here is a denial of the 
principal part of the curſe of the law. Are we not“ by na- 
„ture the children of wrath ?—— The wages of in is 
„ death, but the gift of God is eternal life.” Surely, ac- 
cording to the common meaning of language, the death 
mult be as extenſive as the life to which it is oppoſed. But 
what evidence has the writer for this opinion? Certain 
we are, it is not deduced from the ſacred records; for he 
acknowledges 
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acknowledges that“ the rigour of the law required that 
this death ſhould be eternal.” Now, where is his proof 
of God's diſpenſation with ic ? Hath he declared it? No; 
but Socinus has. Perhaps our author may give ſome proof 
in the words that follow; -“ that mankind ſhould be de- 
„ livered from it by a reſurrection,“ This is the proof, 
it would ſeem, which ſatisfies our author that the death 
incurred by breach of covenant is not eternal, —that there 
is a reſurrection. But need we a more direct proof of 
what he underſtands by eternal death? Nothing leſs than 
annihilation. For he here oppoſes the reſurrection to 
eternal death as its proper contraſt. Is not this the very 
ſame, as if he had ſaid, that all ſhall be annihilated who 
are not raiſed again; or, that none who ſhall be raiſed 
again, ſhall be made to ſuffer eternal death? Is not this 
to deny the fcriptural notion of it, as conſiſting in the 
ſeparation of the whole man from God, and in the puniſh- 
ment of both ſoul and body in hell for ever ? Is not this 
to make the body the only proper ſubject of eternal death, 
as if the ſoul could not exiſt by itſeit, or were not eſſen- 
tially different from the body? In a word, is it not to 
deny that there ſhall be a © reſurrection of the unjuſt ;* 
to deny that “ ſome ſhall riſe to everlaſting ſhame and 
contempt ?” But, may you ſay, perhaps you miſtake the 
author's meaning. Well, by all means let him have a full 
hearing.—“ That mankind ſhould be delivered from it by 
a reſurrection, and reſtored to a capacity of enjoying 
© immortal happineſs, of which they ſhould in due time 
© be put in the actual poſſeſſion, if they ſought it by ſin- 
© cere repentance.” Do not think it a full proof that 
he means a general reſurrection of the unjuſt, as well as 
of the juſt, that he adds: And reſtored to a capacity of 
enjoying immortal happineſs:” That is, thoſe only are 
© delivered by a reſurrection,” who“ are reſtored to this 
„capacity.“ Nay, there is a conditional clauſe added 
which applies to reſurrection as well as to immortal happineſs : 
—* That mankind ſhould be delivered from it by a re- 
« ſurreQtion—if they ſought it by ſincere repentance.” 
There are ſeveral other paſſages which ſavour roo much 
of material doctrine, or in other words, of a denial of the 
immateriality and conſtitutional immertality of the ſoul. 
He underſtands Chriſt's “ commending his ſpirit” of — 
only 
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only giving up his /ife © into the hands” of his Father; 
as if it had not been his rational, immortal ſoul, but his 
mere animal life which he thus delivered up“.“ Again, 
he ſays: We are not able, by any power of ours, to o- 
„pen the priſon of the grave, to diſengage ourſelves 
* from death the wages of ſin, and ſeize on eternal life +.” 
He conſiders that death which conſiſts in the impriſon- 
ment of the body in the grave, as the proper “ wages of 
fin ;” and oppoſes this to eternal life, as its proper contraſt, 
If fo, there is no other eternal death than what conſiſts 
in the everlaſting impriſonment of the body in the grave. 

Many of you, my brethren, may know that the Socini- 
ans deny the reſurrection of the wicked, and make eternal 
death conſiſt in annihilation. It is but candid to acknow- 
!edpe that ſome of their more ancient writers acknowledge 
the reſurrection of the wicked in their own ſenſe, as 
meaning a new creation of their bodies, that they may be 
brought into judgement; but confider their everlaſting 
puniſhment as annihilation. Thus Slichtingius, while he 
grants a reſurtection in the ſenſe formerly mentioned, de- 
nies the reality of hell: For hell ſignifies the ſtate of the 
„ dead, which is to exiſt no more “ But Jurieu boldly 
charges the Socinian writers with denying the reſurrection 
of the wicked, as well as the reality of a future ſtate of 
milery 6. | 

This writer deſtroys the very nature of Sin. We cannot 
omit the unjuſt definition which he gives of the evi of fin, 
In his ſecond chapter i, he propoſes to ſhow © how the 
«& death of Chriſt tend? ro remove the corruption or de- 
« pravity of ſin.” This he explains © of its reigning 
power J.“ It is pity that divines ſhould be fo ill ac- 
quainted with the terms of their own ſcience. The depra- 
viiy of fin is its intrinſic evil as committed againſt the holy 
and jſt God. Its reigning power is the dominion of this 
evil in the heart of man by nature, That, which is pro- 
perly the depravity of human nature in conſequence ot ſin, 
he calls the depravity of fin itſelf. He transfers it from 

the 
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the ſubject to the adjundt. But the reaſon of this is evi- 
dent. Though he cannot deny the depravity of fin, he 
denies, as we ſhall fee afterwards, the univerſal depravity 
of human nature. But it muſt be remembered, that fan 
may retain all irs eſſential depravity, when it hath loſt ite 
reigning power. Sin, though its dominion be deſtroyed 
in believers hath loſt nothing of its natural evil. But he 
not only transfers the depravity of fin from its proper 
ſubject, but annihilates this depravity irfelf *: © he being 
« willing to overlook involuntary frailties and ſmaller 
© blemiſhes - determined to punith, with everlaſting de- 
«© ſtruction the obſtinately wicked and impenitent.“ It is 
not ſinleſs infirmities that he means; for, according to 
him, “the ſupreme Lawgiver determined from the be- 
« ginning to—make allowance,” not only for human 
imperfection, bur, “ for human error.” Now, error 
is that word which according to the language of ſcripture, 
moſt juſtly conveys the idea of fin: for“ tin is the tran/- 
greſſien of the law.” Here he, clearly embraces that doc- 
trine firſt broached by the Papiſts, and afterwards adopred 
by the Socinians, that there are venial fins. Nay, he goes 
further than the Papiſts; for with them penance and me- 
rit are neceſſary to expiate theſe fins : but he teaches that 
they do uot deſerve puniſhment, and of conſequence re- 


quire no expiation whatever. The very nature of {in is 


deſtroyed here; becauſe every ſin, even the leaſt, objec- 
tively confidered, has an infinite evil in it, as committed 
agaioſt an infinitely holy God. For, © whoſoever ſhall 
« offend in one point is guilty of all +.” © Whofoever 
« ſhall break the leaſt of my commandements, and ſhall 
« teach men ſo, ſhall be called the leaſt in the kingdom 
&* of heaven t.” But this view of fin only verifies the 
word of the holy God: Thou thoughteſt that I was al- 
together ſuch a one as thyſelf 9“ My brethren, © let 
* no man deceive you with vain words, for becauſe of 
i theſe things cometh the wrath of God upon the chi- 
« dren of difobedience.” But here again he diſcovers 
his relation to the Socinians; for, “they approve of the 
*« diſtinftion of ſins into mortal and venial ||.” But how- 
| ever 
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{| Sociniani hanc probant diſuaddlionem peccatotum ia mort et ve 
nalia. Hornb. I. I. c. 3. $ 1. 
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aver eaſily we can reconcile this ſentiment with their doc. 
trine, as in ſome other caſes, it is not ſo eaſy to reconcite 
our author with himſelf: for, he elſewhere ſays: * The 
% law of God cannot exact leſs from a reaſonable and mo- 
« ral creature than perfect obedience ; nor allow of an 
t tranſgreſſion; of which, in every inflance, death is the 
« penalty .“ And again, ſpeaking of the example of 
Chriſt, he ſays : It demonſtrates the juſtice and holineſs 
% of his (God's) ſevereſt commandments, that obedience 
« js due to him from all his rational creation, and in all 
t caſes without exception +." 

That he diſbelieves the doctrine of Ox Id iN AL SIN muſt 
evidently appear from what we have ſeen already, — his re- 
preſenting all mankind as equally capable to obey the law, 
as their common father Adam, before he fell. But though, 
according to his peculiar manner, he does not in ſo many 
words ſay, that there is no original guilt or pollution, the 
intelligent reader will be at no loſs to perceive his meaning, 
when he gives ſo ſtrange a paraphraſe of one of theſe paſ- 
ſages, which have been always adduced in ſupport of this 
fundamental doctrine. For the diſobedience of one man 
% many were, without any impeachment of divine juſtice, 
« made ſinners, or treated as ſuch, by being adjud- 
& ged to death .“ This conſtitution of many as ſinners 
he refers not to an imputation of the crime, but to an ad- 
judication to the puniſhment. He elſewhere approves of 
the conduct of our tranſlators, becauſe they have always 
uſed for, and not inflead of, when ſpeaking of the death of 
Chriſt. But it ſeems their conduct has not been ſo proper 
here, as they have rendered it“ by the dilobedience,” &c. 
in place of which he ſubſtitutes for, as being a particle, 
which with him has leſs of the hated ſound of cauſality, 
becauſe he can file it down to the ſenſe of on account . 
But is there no imputation here on divine juſtice? The 
author can perceive none. + He has diſcovered the ſecret 
of removing that ſevere impeachment which the apoſtle 
was generally ſuppoſed to bring againſt the whole of A- 
dam's family, “without any impeachment of divine juſ- 
tice.” Well, Doctor, if you can do this handſomely, there 
are certainly many who, if they do not thank you for it, 
will at leaſt admire your ingenuity. We mult go back a 

| little 
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little to find his plan, as his courſe is a little retrograde at 
any rate. The fins of parents are puniſhed in the cala- 
« mities inflicted upon their innocent offspring *. But 
as if ſenfible, that he could not hold this ground, he grants 
that althöugh this happen * it is a diſorder.” However, 
it is ſome confolation, that“ it is a diſorder which hath 
« rarely happened, except through error of judgement,” 
But pray, to whom muſt this diſorder be attributed? From 
the ſirudture of the paſſage, it is not merely to be aſcribed 
to ſuch ** monſters of tyranny as Nero” mentioned imme- 
diately afterwards. For, among other inſtances in the pre- 
ceding page, he takes notice of ſome judgements inflic- 
ted on © the innocent and virtuous” even by God himſelf, 
as that for Achan's treſpaſs, and David's guilt in number- 
ing the people. Here there is a diſerder confeſſed; and 
to whom is it to be aſcribed? Nero's deſtruction of the 
Chriſtians at Rome, under pretence of their commiſſion 
of a crime of which“ he was himſelf moſt probably the 
author,” and the ſufferings of thoſe that were innocent, 
with reſpect to Act.an's or David's fin, are put in the fame 
ſcale. My brethren, I ſhudder at the idea! I am afraid to 
mention the inference, however plain. The author himſelf 
however obdurate you may think him, ſeems to recoil from 
it. He has granted a diſerder. He cannot charge it merely 
on wicked men; for he mentions ſome puniſhments inflic- 
ted without their intervention. He dares not,. in words, 
charge it on any other. He wiſhes to glide over it, by tel- 
ling you, that it has“ rarely happened.” Nay, he leaves 
it, as if it were unaccountable. But, whatever be the 
„ immediate occaſion of natural evil cr ſuffering, it pro- 
© duces the ſame effect to thoſe who are properly exerciſcd 
** thereby +.” But he has gone too far to be able to 
ſcreen himſelf from an inference which I tremble to thick 
of. He has declared it as the language of the ſecond com- 
mandment, that God punitheth the innocent for the crimes 
of the wicked. Does not the ſecond commandment 
„ threacen what has been often verified in the hiſtory of 
„ mankind, the viſiting the iviquities of the fathers upon 
«© the children?“ Not in your ſenſe, Sir. It could not 
be a divine commandment, if it did. Inſtead of conſider- 
ing it with the Papiſts, as a mere appendage to ihe firſt, 
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it would be better to rejectit altogether, like the Socinians, 
where they meet with a ſtubborn text, as a mere interpo- 
lation. Will not the judge of all the earth do right?“ 
It is not on © the innocent and virtuous,” as you would 
have us believe. Why quote ſcripture as Satan did, when 
he tempted our Lord ? Give it fairly. Don't garble it. 


| God, indeed, “ viſits the iniquities of the fathers upon 


the children unto the third or fourth generation: But 
it is only to“ the third or fourth generation of them that 
hate” him. But there is a powerful /alve for all this unde- 
niable diſorder. © Though innocent perſons ſuffer on ac- 
* count of the wicked, yet it is the wicked alone who are 
„ punithed even in theſe ſufferings of the righteous “.“ 
But the writer is-ſelf condemned, notwithſtanding. If 
this ſuffering be for the good of the righteous eventual- 
ly, if it he a real puniſhment of the wicked preſently, why 
call it a diforder? Is there any thing diforderly in God's 
exerciſing the grace of his people? Is there any thin 

diſorderly in paniſhing the wicked, whatever way he pleaſe 
to prefer? Is not this eſſential to his moral government? 
Zurely. There is no diſorder in all this The only dif. 
order, my brethren, lies. in the author's underſtanding. 
Zometimes, he tries to vindicate the juſtice of God in pu- 
nithing thoſe who are entirely innocent. Again, he de- 
tracts from juſtice in this very article, and calls it a diſorder. 
A double minded man,” you know, “ is unſtable in all 
* lis ways” Indeed, the evident tendency of his words 
laſt mentioned, is to ſhow, that, although it be a fact, 
which cannot be denied, that children ſuffer the penalty 
of the covenant of works, at leaſt in temporal death, ei- 
ther this is no puniſhment at all, or only a puniſhment on 
the parents. But, however agreeable the author may find 
this doctrine to his own realon, it is a doctrine, which 
mutt be rejected both by the feelings, and by the reaſon of 
the bulk, of mankind. Is death no puniſhment to the per- 
{on who ſuffers it? None, fays the author. I appeal to 
your, convictions, my brethren, as to the falſity of this aſ- 
lertion. Are ve nat ſhocked at the idea of death? Do 
you not tremble at times, even at the diſtant proſpect of it? 
Yes, you do. Death is“ the king of terrors.“ Self- pre- 
ſervation is the firit principle of human nature. All man- 
| kind 
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kind naturally fcar death as the greateſt temporal evil. 
Even the moſt © virtuous and innocent” have an unavoid- 
able reluctance to it. I am perſuaded, that the author 
himſelf is ſcarcely yet fo perfect, that he does not ſome- 
times recoil at the idea of vecoming food for the worms, 
at the idea of a diſſolution of the union between two ſuch 
old and intimate friends as the foul and body Do not all, 
who have a ſenſe of guilt, fear death not only as a temporal 
evil, but as the beginning of ſorrows? But, perhaps, 
the benevolent author may deliver them from this; tor it 
they die in ſin, death will be no puniſhment even © hem, 
as it will only introduce them into a ſtate of —annihilavon. 
But is this no puniſhmen:? Indeed, it is much to be 
queſtioned, whether the ſoul of man is, in its preſent ate, 
moſt averſe to this, or to a ſtate of endleſs miſery. This 
we know, that there are comparatively very few of man- 
kind, who will not prefer a lite of the greateſt miſery to 
temporal death. But ! have one queſtion to propole to 
the author: If © the fins of parents be punithed in their 
« innocent offspring ;” if, at the ſame time, there be many 
parents, who are themſelves fo righteous, as according to 
his doctrine, not only to procure blcflings for themſelves, 
but for others, that are wicked; how comes it to pals, that 
their ſins ſhould be puniſhed in their children, that their 
offspring ſhould die as well as others, that the great good- 
neſs of the parents ſhould not procure even an indemnity 
from femporal death for their innocent offspring, while it 
procures benefits to ſnn-rs, both temporal and eternal ® ? 
But before I leave this remarkable pafiage, there are 
four obſervations ariſing from it, which I muit beg leave to 

offer to your conſideration. | 
1. The author ſeems ſo ſelf- contradictory, that one 
while he aſcribes more influence to the wicked in procur- 
ing evil, than to the righteous in procuring good to others; 
and another while, more to the righteous than to the 
wicked. He ſometimes aſcribes more eflicacy to the wick- 
ed than to the righteous. For while he denic? real merit 
to Chriſt, as purchaſing bleilings for his people, he a- 
ſcribes lo much dcmerit to ſinners, as that others who are 
innocent ſutfer, that is, in plain language, are really pu- 
niſhed on their account. A little after he forgets himtelf 
lo far as to make a righteous perion procure more goed, in 
Bi- 
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his ſenſe, than a ſinner procured evil : © All the evils and 
© jnconveniencies which the wicked are able to bring on 
« the righteous are only of a temporal kind; whereas the 
« benefits accruing to ſinners from the righteous are both 
« temporal and eternal *.” While he makes the fin of 
Adam to bring anly temporal death to his poſterity, he 
grants that eternal life is procured by Chriſt, Now, as 
he aſcribes no more original dignity of nature, as ſhall be 
more fully proved, to the ſecond, than to the firſt Adam, 
it will be hard for him to reconcile it with reaſon, that the 
merit of one ſhould, in whatever ſenſe, procure eternal 
life for others, if the demerit of another in a ſtate of e- 
quality with him, ſhould only expoſe them to 7emporal 
death. It is certainly a principle of reaſon, that the cau- 
ſality of any one object, or of objects perfectly ſimilar, 
cannot extend farther on one fide than on another ; as 
much as it isa principle of nature, that the ſpring cannot 
riſe higher than its ſource, that a pendulum cannot move 
farther to the cight than to the left, that a bow when un- 
bent can return no farther back than that point from which 
it was bent, or, as philoſophers ſpeak, that the power of 
repulſion is proportionate to the power of attraction, the 
centrifugal to the centripetal force, the angle of reflection 
to the angle of incidence, &c. &c. Our author's reaſon 
ſeems to correſpond neither with the feelings, with the 
experience, nor with the ordinary reaſon of men; nay, it 
is at war with the eſtabliſhed laws of nature.. 

2. Though it is evidently one great deſign of this work 
to ſet aſide the doctrine of ſubſtitution, both as to the brit 
and as to the ſecond Adam, ye: in the very attempts of 
the author to this purpoſe, he is condemned out of his 
own mouth. Even while he wiſhes to ſubvert the doctrine 
of the imputation of Adam's ſin, that he may overthrow 
that of the imputation of Chriſt's righteouſneſs, he grants 
a real ſubſtitution of the innocent in the ſtead of the guil- 
ty. elt often happens, (ſays he) that the innocent and 
« virtuous ſuffer through the malignity of ſinners, and on 
« their account, and ſometimes even in their lead +.” But 
if the innocent may ſuffer in the ſtead of the guilty, in one 
caſe, why not in another ? If God in his moral govern- 
ment may adjudge thoſe to punithment who are even with 
| him 
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him reckoned innocent, it will be very hard to ſhow that 
he cannot adjudge one perſonally innocent, to puniſh- 
ment, when there is a real imputation of guilt. It diſcovers 
a very ſtrange diſpoſition, not to ſay inconſiſtency, that he 
ſhould elſewhere labour ſo much to ſhow, that the ſufferings 
of one innocent perſon were not in/ead of the guilty, that, 
in every paſlage where this matter is ſpoken of““ we are 
to exclude this ſenſe of the original words : and yet grant in 
the paſſage before us, explain it as he will, that “ the in- 
nocent and virtuous (without exception) ſometimes ſuf- 
fer in the ſtead of the wicked.” Would it be too much 
to conclude, that\ he will allow any innocent perſon to 
ſuffer in this ſenſe, ſave that glorious Perſon, whoſe ſuf- 
ferings alone can be of any benefit to mankind ? 

3. The Doctor is found practically to acknowledge my- 


ſtery, after all his attempts to explode it. For, though 


he pretends that every thing in religion is perfectly intel- 
ligible, we have ſeen, that even his noble faculty, his idol, 
like Dagon of old, is obliged to crouch down, nay, to 
fall proſtrate: that his very ſtandard of truth is under the 
neceſſity of making a ſolemn pauſe, in attempting to ac- 
count for natural evil as befalling the innocent +. 

4. He overthrows reaſon and natural religion altoge- 
ther, by ſuppoſing that God ſhould puniſh the innocent. 
As the works of creation and providence diſcover a God 
of infinite wiſdom, power, and goodneſs, we would natu- 
rally apprehend that he muſt alſo be infinite in juſtice. 
'The conſcience of heathens declares as much when * their 
thoughts either accuſe or elſe excuſe one another.” But 
we have ſeen, that the author grants a diſorder ſomewhere. 


Now, if there be ſuch a diſorder in the moral government 


of the world, as that thoſe ſhould ſuffer who are entirely 
innocent, the juſtice of God is no more; his providence 
is at an end, and we mult launch into Atheiſm at once. 
I do not take time to ſhow, how abſolutely inconſiſtent it 
is with reaſon, that millions ſhould ſuffer that, which he 
acknowledges to be a penalty, without being puniſhed; or 
that the wicked ſhould be puniſhed in the ſufferings of the 
righteous, while, perhaps, the wicked are themſelves per- 
fectly at caſe, and poſſeſſed of all * that heart can with.” 
If this be reafon, 1 muſt acknowledge that I am an entire 
{tranger 
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ſtranger to it, I am done with it, I wiſh to know nothing 
more of it, and more than ever ſhall I be content to be a 
c fool for Chriſt's ſake, that I may be wiſe.” For | per- 
ceive, my brethren, that it is ſtill the caſe, that © the 
world by wiſdom knows not God 

Before we leave this ſubject, we may take notice of ſome 
other expreſſions. *©* We are — liable, by the very con- 
« ſtitution of our nature, to various troubles, and at laſt 
« to inevitable death; deſigned for immortality by the 
©* bounty of our Creator, but incapable of enjoying it, 
ce without going through a previous courſe of painful diſci- 
4 pline.” Here is a Socinian doctrine undiſguifed, —death 
proceeding from a neceſſary infirmity of nature. For, 
« the conflitution of our nature” muſt undoubtedly be un- 
derſtood of that which God originally beſtowed on man.* 
For Socinians maintain, that man from his very creation, 
was naturally liable to death, but that if he had not firned 
he would have been preſerved from the conſequences of 
this conſtitutional tendency. Agreeable to this, our au- 
thor ſays, that we were © de/igned for immortality by the 
bounty of our Creator.” Here 1mmortality is directly oppo- 
ſed to temporal death. Does not this alſo imply, that there 
is no eternal ſtate of miſery, that none are delivered from 
natural death but thoſe who are deſigned for eternal life? 

P. 485. l. 7. © In reality, if ſo many perſons in the 
« world give themſelves up to vicious indulgences, it is 
« partly becauſe they do not know their own worth, and 
ce therefore do not juſtly reſpe& themſelves, or the divine 
image within them.” According to this, cven perſons 
under the power of fin have the divine image. Wherein 
this image, therefore, conſiſts, it will be very hard for this 
author to ſhow, unleſs he candidly acknowledge, with o- 
ther writers of a certain deſcription, that it never conſiſt- 
ed in any thing but dominion over the creatures. Again, 
** If thoſe who embrace them (infidel principles) do any 
thing truly praiſe-worthy, they are more indebted to 
the goodneſs of their nature, than of their learning *.” 
Does not this ſuppoſe, that not only ſinners, but thoſe 
who diſbelieve revelation, may do ſomething “ truly praiſe- 
worthy,” and that man has ſo much natural goounefs, as 
to have no occaſion for being born of the Spirit?“ For 


ny 
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thing | 
be a my part, I ſhould prefer the old doctrine: © Firſt make 
| per- the tree good, and then the fruit will be good.” 
+ the He gives as unjuſt a view of the CovenanT of Grace 

as of the covenant of works. He explains that text which 

ſome ſpeaks of God's ** promiſing, eternal life before the world 
con- began of his decreeing to promiſe it; thus ſetting aſide 
t laſt the promiſe made by the Father to the Son in the cove- 
the nant. from eternity. He ſpeaks of the covenant as only 
ng it, * formed in the mind of God,” as if it had not been made 
diſci- between the divine perſons ; and ſeems to think, that this 
leath is “ all that is clearly revealed to us concerning the origi · 
For, * nal plan of God reſpecting the human race *.” 
e un- Again, p. 350. I. 20. he makes the doclrine of Chriſt to 
man.“ be © the new covenant, promiſing the remiſſion of fins, 
tion, « and eternal life to all Ganers who repent and live vir- 
rned « tuouſly.” Further, it is ** a covenant made with ſinful 
-es of «© men+,” But the ſcripture gives a far more delightfal 
r au. view of it, as a tranſaction between two immutable parties: 
y the © I have made a covenant with my Choſen ; I have ſworn 
2PPo- © unto David my ſervant t.” To ſhow that whatever re- 
there lation this might have, in an inferior ſenſe, to the typical 
from covenant of royalty made with David, it is faid, © Mercy 
life ? « ſhall be built up for ever 6: —His ſeed ſhall endure for 
the © ever, and his throne as the days of heaven“ And 
| it is this was true with reſpect to the covenant of grace, even 
and when, with regard to the types, God had“ made void the 
ivine « covenant of his ſervant, and profaned his crown by caſt- 
rſons « ing it to the ground J“ Nay, that a greater than the 
erein literal David is here, appears undeniably ſiom the deſcrip- 
» this tion which is elſwhere given of the new covenant in this 
© "Hl very language: I will make an everlaſting covenant with 
nſiſt- ho you, even the ſure mercies of David .“ 
gain, He gives a very uncomfortable view of. this covenant, 
) any with reſpect to ſinners preſently in a ſtate of impenitence. 
12 «© To you alone God is implacable, you, I ſay who know- 
g ** & ingly commit fin .“ It would appear, then, that Chriſt 
thoſe hath net © made peace by the blood of his croſs,” that for 
itn. all that he hath done, God is yet implacable, What poor 
s, 25 | encouragement 
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encouragement to ſinful men, who are not ſufficient to 
think one good thought?“ How much more amiable is 
the character of the covenant in the holy ſeriptures. * All 


« day long have. I firetched out my hands to a gainſaying 
« and rebellious people.” Is this the language, is this the 


conduct of an implacable ſovereign ? “ Hearken unto me, 


„ye that are ſtout-hearted, and far from righteouſneſs.” 
The author repreſents God as calling finners to bring near 
their righteouſneſs unto him. But God's language is direct- 
ly the reverſe; “ Behold ! Ibring near my righteouſneſs 
« unto you *,” Thus ſpake Peter to the moſt obdurate 
and impenitent wretches, that ever appeared on this earth, 
to thoſe who ſaw all the mighty works of Chriſt, and yet 
believed not, to thoſe who were more guilty than Sodom 
and Gomorrah, to the very murderers of the Prince of 
life, to thoſe who had invoked the vengeance, the curſe 
of his blood on themſelves and their children: The pro- 
* miſe is to you, and to your children, and to all who 
« are afar off, even to as many”— as ſhall in the firſt 
place repent of their ſins; no, but to-“ as many as the 
„ Lord our God ſhall call+.” He does not mean that 
they ſhould have an intereſt in the promiſe, if they did 
repent, to which duty he exhorts them in the preceding 
verſe, but he makes their preſent, external intereſt in 
the promiſe an argument enforcing the duty of repentance : 
« Repent—for the promiſe is to you.” It is directed to 
you, it outwardly belongs to. you, God really makes 
over all the bleſſings contained in it to you, even 
while impenitent, Let us alſo hear the apoſtle Paul : 
« He hath concluded all in unbelief,” or unperſuad- 
ableneſs, ** that he might have mercy on allt” He 
hath ſhut up in a ſtate of unbelief, as in a priſon, all, 
whether Jews or Gentiles, that when he calls them, either 
externally by the word, as nations, or internally by his 
grace, as perſons, it may appear to proceed not from any 
thing done by them, or foreſeen as worthy in them, but 
only from his ſovereign mercy, as finding a glorious egreſs 
through the blood of reconciliation. This mercy it is alone 


that “ proclaims liberty to the captives, and the opening 


« of the priſon unto them that are bound.” 
I bave only further to remark on this ſubject that you 
| will 


* Ita, avi. 13: + Ad ü. 9. + Rem. zi. 38. 


. „ WL 


69 


will generally obſerve, that thoſe who throw the gates of 
heaven moſt wide, when there is no poſſibility for one to 
enter into the kingdom of God, ſhut them more cloſely 
than auy others, when, according to God's method, the 
call is given to © enter in and bleſs the name I Lord.“ 

Wich regard to the OLD TESTAMENT Dis Pp ENSA“- 
T1ON, it is the general doctrine of Socinians, not only 
that the Iſraelites had nothing ſave temporal bleſſings 
promiſed, but that che moral law, as given to them, was 
ſo far imperfect as to need ſeveral additions under the 
goſpel diſpenſation. How near our author approaches 
this doctrine, we ſhall leave the candid public to judge. 

P. 298. 1.8. Of this high advancement of the Son of 


©« man the firſt viſible effect - was the free admiſſion of 


% men of all nations into the church of God, upon new 
« and equal terms, that is, merely on their believing in 
« Chriſt, and obeying his precepts, all the peculiarities 
* of the ceremonial law being aboliſhed.” The terms, 
then, are new: whence he leaves us to conclude, that 
under the law men were not bound to believe and obey 
the promiſed Meſſiah. But, perhaps, he means that they 
are new, only in reſpe& of the abolition of the ceremo- 
nial law. This cannot be, for he ſpeaks in the plural, — 
terms; and there are only two mentioned, faith in Chriſt, 
and freedom from that law: So that, if his language 
have any meaning, it ſignifies that both theſe terms arc 
new. They are alſo equa/. Would not this ſeem rather 
to reflect on the equity of the divine diſpenſation under 
the Old 1 But, however incautiouſly it is ex- 
preſſed, perhaps his meanings, that the terms are equal, 
becauſe men of all nations are admitted into the church. 
P. 330. l. 3.“ He loved the church, while as yet it 
© had no being as a church.” He mult either mean, 
that the Old Teſtament church derived no benefit from 
Chriſt, and that he had no connection with it; or, which 
is much the ſame, that it was no church at all. 
P. 335. l. 10. © The covenant which God eſtabliſhed 
* with the people of Iſrael by the hand of Moſes —was 
© of another nature,” that is, than the goſpel ſpoken of 
immediately before, or the new covenant. Here, as he 
often does, he happens to diſfer from an inſpired apoſtle. 
Ihe covenant that was confirmed before of God in 
H * Chritt, 
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* Chriſt, the law, which was four hundred and thirty 
&« years after, cannot diſannul, that it ſhould make the 
« promiſe of none effe&t *®;” evidently referring to the 
covenant of grace eſtabliſhed with Abraham, the promiſes 
of which were made to his ſeed, even to Chriſt P. | 
P. 341. I. 13. He denies that any facrifice was offered 
for moral offences,” or that the ſacrifices under the law 
had any * relation to a finab remiſſion of fins,” p. 342. 2. 
It is one thing to aſſert that the legal ſacrifices could not 
in themſelves remove moral guilt, and quite another, to 
aſſert that they had no reſpect to it. © The blood of bulls 
and goats” could never really take away fin, But to ſay, 
that they had no relation to it, is directly contrary to the 
command of God in the very inſtitution of them, reſpect- 
ing the work of the prieſt on the great day of atone- 
ment: * He ſhall confeſs over him (the ſeape-goat) a/} 
* the iniquities of the children of Iſrael, and all their 
© tranſprefſions in all their fins,” that is, fins of every 
kind, whether moral or ceremonial. That there were 
{ome particular fins, ſuch as murder, that had no parti- 
cular ſacrifices appointed for them, might be meant to 
take off the mind of that carnal people from reſting in 
mere ceremonial obſervances, to ſhew them the imper- 
fection of their diſpenſation, and to point out to them 
the neceſſity of a better ſacrifice, which could really ex- 
piate fin. Befides, as the ceremonial law removed the 
legal uncleanneſs only, and reſtored the offender to 
church-memberſhip, there was no occaſion for this in 
the caſe of murder, becauſe “ that ſoul was cut off from 
his people. To aſſert that theſe ſacrifices had no re- 
ſpect to „ a final remiſſion of fin,” is to deny the very 
nature of that diſpenſation; for, in this caſe, it had not 
even ſo much as a “ ſhadow of good things to come.” 
Did not Abraham © receive circumciſion as a ſeal of the 
*© righteouſneſs of the faith?“ Now“ the law,” as we 
have feen, “ could not difannul the covenant” he was 
under. The fathers “ did all eat the ſame ſpiritual meat, 
and did drink the ſame ſpiritual drink,“ which believ- 
ers now partake of,“ for they drank of that ſpiritual 
rock that followed them, and that rock was Chriſt 5.“ 
** Theſe all died in faith, not baving received the pro- 
i © miles,” 

* Gal. M. 1.3; + Ver, 18, Rom. iv. 11. 51 Cor. x. 3, 4: 
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* miſes, as to the preſent enjoyment of the bleffings 
contained in them, but having ** ſeen them afar off, and 
* were perſuaded of them, and embraced them “. How- 
ever, our author ſpeaks very doubtfully about the legal 
expiations being types and prefigurations'of good things 
to come, p. 342. l. 23. He introduces, p. 339, a filly 
ſtory about an Indian, evidently to throw contempt on 
the doctrine of Chriſt, the juſt ſuffering for the unjuſt. 

Fair is alſo deſtroyed in its proper nature. This 
* divine philoſophy does not amuſe us with barren ſpe- 
« culations, but is a popular and practical ſcience wholly 
« intended to ſanctify the heart and govern the life +.” 
It is indeed true, that * it does not amuſe us with ſpecu- 
lations” really barren. But it is evident, in what ſenſe 
the author underſtands theſe, as oppoſed to all myſteri- 
ous dottrines: for © this philofophy does not require ca- 
pacity,” &c. He takes © all the points of true religion to 

practical ;“ that is, (hay intended to ſanctify the 
Heart and govern the life,” There is no ſubjection or il- 
lamination of the underſtanding requiſite. Thus the eſ- 
ſential character of faith, — believing a divine teſtimony, 
is denied, in correſpondence with another branch of the 
Socinian ſyſtem. An honeſt mind is all that is neceſ- 
fary.” In this ſection, indeed, wherein he profeſſes to 
ſum up the benefits conferred by the goſpel, he confines 
them to inſtructions, promiſes, and privileges, to the to- 
tal excluſion of myſteries, about which faith is to be ex- 
erciſed, and to which, as revealed by God, che under- 
ſtanding is to be ſubjected. 

Jus ririca rio is alſo fet aſide, and in its place re- 
pentance is repreſented as ** the only ua method to 
prevent final condemnation 9˙ All the Mcacy lies on the 
finner's ſide. 

P 277-k 20. The primary, direct, and efficient cauſes 
of our juſtification are only to be found in the free 
« grace of God, and the abundant favour he hath tor 
© his Son, which he is willing ſhould reach, in ſome de- 
« gree to all that are connected with one ſo dear to him.“ 
Here, 1. ** The free grace of God, and the abundant 
favour he hath for his Son,” are conſidered as cauſes ot 

the 
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the ſame nature. If ſo, they muſt either be both merito- 
rious cauſes of juſtification, or neither of them can be ſo. 
The grace of God cannot be a meritorious cauſe ; for it 
would be abſurd to ſay, that an act of grace merits any 
thing as to its own egreſs. Therefore they are not meant 
as cauſes in this ſenſe. But whatever kind of cauſes they 
be, though the author conſiders. them as of the ſame 
kind, the very text he brings to confirm his doctrine riſes 
up againſt him: “ Being juſtified freely by his grace, 
« through the redemption that is in Jeſus Chriſt *.” For, 
according to the fimple conſt uction of the words, whe- 
ther in the original, or in our verſion, the firſt expreſ- 
fion denotes the impulfive, and the ſecond the meritori- 
ous cauſe. 2. He calls them * efficient cauſes.” Now, 
neither the grace of God, nor his favour to Chriſt, can 
be the efficient cauſe of juſtification. For the efficient 
cauſe of any thing is that which accompliſhes it. There- 
fore, the efficient cauſe of juſtification muſt be He, who 
judicially pronounces the ſentence of acquital. But © it 
is God that juſtißeth,“ not any ſingle perfection or at- 
fection of his nature Nay, this work belongs to God 
eſſentially conſidered in the perſon of the Father, as oe- 
conomically ſuſtaining the character of © the Judge of 
all,” in the work of redemption. 3. At any rate, theſe 
are only primary cauſes. Faith, repentance, and obedi- 
ence, mentioned immediately before, come in for a ſhare 
of the work, as being ** abſolutely neceſſary to give us 
admiſſion into the fellowſhip of the Son of God.” The 
cauſes formerly mentioned only operate in ſome degree. 
4. Even in this place, where the primary, direct, and ef- 
ficient cauſes of juſtification are aſſigned, there is nothing 
reſerved for the righteouſneſs of Chriſt. It is only 
« the abundant favour he hath for his Son.” If we ſhall 
take efficient, however abſurdly, in the ſenſe of meritor:- 
845, it is God's love to his Son that is the meritorious 
cauſe of the ſinner's juſtification, and not the righteouſ- 
neſs of his Son imputed to him. | 
Indeed, he denies a real, preſent juſtification of our 
perſons before God altogether, © 'The truth is, though 
« we are often ſaid in the New Teſtament to be nw juſ- 
« tified, ſaved, redeemed, delivered, and the like, be- 
N SOL ha 7% 2 © can!- 
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© caufe we are put in the ſure way of obtaining theſe be- 
„ nefits, and cannot fail of them but by our own fault; 
«« yet, ſtrictly ſpeaking, we are at preſent ſaved from the 
4 guilr of fin, in hope and expefation, rather than in actual 
„ pofſeffion v. This gloomy doctrine he endeavours to 
confirm by ſeveral texts of ſcripture. Does it ſay any 
thing againſt the reality of our preſent juſtification, that 
„we walk by faith?” Is it impoſſible for a man to be de- 
livered from condemnation, unleſs he all at once arrive 
at the higheſt degree of attainable perfection and bleſſed- 
neſs ? The author ſuppoſes no alternative between the de- 
nial of complete juſtification, and the denial of. a life of 
faith. But how has he diſcovered that a man can live by 
faith in this world, while under-the guilt of ſin? Is it 
poſſible for God to be well-pleaſed with the ſervices of 
thoſe who are in a ſtate of condemnation ? Indeed, it is 
to be feared, many pleaſe themſelves with their own faith, 
although it be the faith of thoſe who “ are condemned 
already.” How different is this from the faith of God's 
elect? For, “ with the heart man believeth unto righte» 
9e neſs.—I through the law,” diſcovered in its ſpirituality 
and extent, “ am dead to the law,” as a broken, curſing 
covenant of works, ** that I might live unto God,” ina 
courſe of new obedience to the ſame law eſſentially, but 
in a different form, as a rule of life“ in the hand of a 
„% Mediator. I am crucified with Chriſt, nevertheleſs I 
& live.” Paul knew no life, but a life both of juſtifica- 
tion and ſanctification derived from a real union to Chriſt 
crucified, and knowledge of ** the fellowſhip of his ſuf- 
ferings, Another ſcripture which he mentions is that, 
„% We wait for the adoption, to wit, the redemption of 
« our body.” But this makes nothing for him, unleſs 
he plead, that the body is the oply proper ſubject of juſ- 
tification.“ The grace that is to be brought to us at the 
revelation of Jeſus Chriſt” evidently means glory, grace 
and glory being often put the one for the other, as in 
theſe words, “ Weall—are changed from glory to glory,” 
which applies to the faint on earth, our author himſelf 
being judge f. | 

Bur acc 1rding to the author's own plan, we ſhall con- 


clude this p.rt of the ſubject by ſome inferences. Then, 


we 
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we may ſee the vanity of all his warm exhortations to re- 
pentance; for, according to his doctrine, God will not 
looſe the ſentence of condemnation, 

We alſo learn the vanity of all his exhortations to the 
love of God; for this is requiring an impoſſibility at pre - 
ſent. The perſon muſt view God as an enemy; therefore 
he cannot love him: for “there is no fear in love.“ 

Again, we are informed of the prepoſterouſneſs of ſo 
earneſtly recommending holineſs of life : for God can ac- 
cept nothing as holy from a guilty ſinner. © He is angry 
* with the wicked every day.” ; 

Alſo, this doctrine teaches us the folly of imitating 
Chriſt: for, “ as he is, we never can be in the world ;” 
that is, we never can be in a ſtate eternally removed from 
condemnation, 

In a word, we learn the total inutility of the learned 
author's publication; for according to the foregoing doc · 
trine, the Eflay tan never have a practical effect on any 
nner of the ruined and law-condemned family of Adam, 
unleſs it be to drive him to deſpair. 

Leaving you to meditate a little on theſe refleions, 
I ſhall only farther add, that I am, 
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Tour very humble Servant, 
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To the Lay-Members of the Church of ScorLAxn, 
and eſpecially to thoſe of the CoLLEG1aTty 
CHURCH of Ayr. 


My BatTHREN, | 


F the. preceding letter I have taken a view of Dr. 
M' Gill's ſentiments concerning reaſon and myſtery, 
creation, the covenant of works, the conſtitution of the 
foul of man, the nature of ſin, original fin, the covenant 
of grace, the old teſtament diſpenſation, faith, and juſti- 
fication, We now proceed to conſider ſome more of his 
tenets. ; 

That he expreſly denies the Sy1riT in his Perſon, I. 
ſhall not abfolutely aſſert. But his language looks very 
like it: He ſays, © The Spirit—means the divine teſtimo- 
*« nies, that were given to Chriſt from his baptiſm to his 
death, and the miracles which were wrought by him, 
« all proceeding from the Spirit or Power of God “.“ 
Theſe are his words, when ſpeaking of the 'Three that bear 
record on earth. The higheſt idea, then, which he gives 
of the Spirit here, or any where elſe, is either that of a 
teſtimony, or of a power, Inſtead of a witneſs he is re- 
duced to a teſtimony ; inſtead of a real agent, he js repre- 
ſented only as the power, or the exertion of an agent. 
'This is the very language of all Socinians. They make 
the Spirit a divine perfection, but deny him to be a divine 
perſon. 

He evidently denies the Spirit in his orb: for he main- 
tains that repentance is the only radical cure of the mi- 


tery” of ſinners 7. Whereas, the ſcripture repreſents 


regeneration as © the only radical cure,” nay, as the very 
root of repentance itſelf : * A'new hcart will I give you. 
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Then ſhall ye remember your own evil ways,-and 
« ſhall lothe yourſelves in your own fight *.” Elſewhere 
he gives that honour to faith, which he here aſcribes to 
repentance: It is it that forms—the vhole of our ſpi- 
« ritual life. By it we are regenerated, and become babes 
« in Chriſt. It makes Chriſt live in us +.” Here the very 
formation of the ſpiritual life is aſcribed to faith. Now, 
the truth is, the ſpiritual life muſt be communicated ia 
the principle, before faith or any other act of this life be 
performed. The dead man muſt be quickened before he 
can walk and act as a living man. The very neceſſity of the 
-Spirit's operation for changing the. nature he denies : 
« Since I have received ſo many great proofs of the love 
« of God, and of the Lord Jeſus Chriſt, toward me, I am 
« prompted by nature itſelf to love them in return.” Per. 
haps, may you ſay, he only means, that even a finner 
will at times have ſome grateful ſentiments with reſpect 
ro God and Chriſt, although not a real, ſincere affection. 
But he does not leave room for this charhable ſentiment : 
« T am prompted by nature itſelf to love them in return, 
« with ſincerity and fervour, and to love my brethren for 
« their ſakes 4. Kind nature, it ſeems, does all for this 
gentleman, for which poor Chriſtians depend on the Holy 
Spirit. The author muſt be very much, as he elfewhere 
ſays, © indebted to the goodneſs of his nature,” when it 
produces things ſo © truly praiſe-worthy.” Paul,“ wicked 
« man that he was,” could give no ſuch good account of 
himſelf; for ſaith he, „I am carnal and ſold under ſin. 
« In me, that is, in my fleſh, dwelleth no good thing,” 
The denial of the NxcessITY of an ATONEMENT for 
fin neceſſarily follows from his denial of vindictive juſtice 
as eſſential to. God. The puniſhment of fin is not re- 
« preſented in ſcripture as the neceſſary effect of the juſ- 
te tice of God, but rather of his ſeverity, wrath, ven- 
ve geance, &c. $.” The author does not know God in 
that immutable character, —** who will by no means clear 
„the guilty.” But though he means plainly to deny vin- 
dictive juſtice, yet it is the moſt ſelf. contradictory denial 
that can be imagined. It is a denial, which emboſoms in 
it a coufeſſion of the truth. For he acknowledges, that 
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« the puniſhment of fin is the neceſſary effet—of his ſt- 
« yerity, wrath, vengeance,” &c. I ſhall not loſe time 
in illuftrating a thing ſo obvious as the ſoleciſm into which 
he falls in the manner of expreſſion: The puniſhment 
« of finis the effet—of his vengeance,” that is, Puniſh. 
«© ment is the effect of itſelf.” We can ſay that puniſh- 
ment is the effect of revenge, but not of vengeance; becauſe 
revenge is often the principle with man, but vengeance 
is the act or exertion of this principle. It is the contradic- 
tion in ſentiment that we would principally advert to. 
What are the ſeverity, wrath or vengeance of God, but 
juſt the eſſential juſtice of his nature exerting itſelf upon 
ſome external object? They differ no more — juſtice, 
than the act does from the principle. What is the wrath 
of God, but the juſt God diſcovering his eſſential recti - 
tude? There is a perfect unity in the divine nature, fo 
that our author muſt either acknowledge this to be a con- 
tradiction, or, which is the only poſſible extrication be- 
ſides, confeſs that in conſonancy to a part of the Socinian 
ſyſtem formerly mentioned, he believes God to be poſ- 
eſſed of real paſſions like ſinful men, which we are per- 
ſuaded is his private judgement. He again denies the 
perfection of juſtice in other words: © He is eſſentially 
« merciful, and wants nothing to incline him'to exercile 
© mercy in every compaſſionable caſe v; that is, the act of 

mercy is neceſſary with God. | 
P. 243. L 10. © Had they (the Jews) received Jeſus 
ec with the reſpect and ſubmiſton due to the Meſſiah, as 
« chey ought to have done, it is certain he would not have 
« ſuffered at their hands in the manner he did; and who 
« will-fay that he would have been thereby prevented 
from being a Saviour to them, and to the reſt of man- 
©« kind?” The ſcripture ſays fo with reſpect to the un- 
alterable appointment of God: © For it behoved Chriſt 
'* to ſuffer theſe things!“ And it ſays ſo with reſpect to 
the neceffity of a ſatisfaction for fin : “ For without the 
©. ſhedding of blood, there was no remiſſion.” And“ the 
tlood of bulls and goats” could npt ſuffice. Therefore, 
ſaith the Son: When ſacrifice and offering thou wouldeſt 
„% not—then ſaid I, Lo! I come.” Ir was for this reaſon 
that the awful command went forth: Awake, O ſword, 
| | * againſt 
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* againſt my ſhepherd, againſt the man—my fellow, 
« ſaith the Lord of Hoſts.” The very goodneſs of the 
divine nature required a diſplay of juſtice, a full atonement. 
For what is the moral' goodneſs of God but the glory of 
his eſſential holineſs and juſtice ? Therefore, when God 
proclaims his goodneſs to Moſes, it is as a ſovereign God, 
who is under no obligation to diſplay his mercy, except 
he pleaſe: „I will make all my goodneſs to paſs before 
ec thee—and will be gracious to whom I will be graci- 
« ous “.“ For what is ordinarily called the love of God 
is his communicative goodneſs, which he cannot diſplay, 
fave in a conſiſtency with his eflential rectitude or moral 
goodneſs, Therefore, even in the fulleſt declaration of 
his communicative goodneſs to the ſame Moſes, after the 
Lord had proclaimed himſelf as“ merciful and gracious,” 
Kc. he reſtricts all the diſplays of grace and mercy to a 
per fett harmony with juſtice; * that will by no means 
„ clear the guilty, viſiting the iniquities of the fathers 
upon the childrea , &c. Nay, ſovereignty is repre- 
ſented as peculiarly the glory of the divine nature. There- 
fore, when Moſes prays: © I beſeech thee ſhew me thy 
glery;“ God replies, © I will make all my goodneſs paſs 
„before thee, and will be merciful to whom I will be 
*« merciful : Thus repreſenting the ſovereignty of the 
divine mercy, as the diſtinguiſhing glory of his nature: 
Becauſe he muſt be abſolutely free in all the acts of his 
mercy, as vindictive juſtice neceſlarily belongs to him |. 

But it is not enough that a profeſſed diſciple ſhould de- 
ny the neceſſity of fatisfaftion ; but our bleſſed Lord him- 
ſelf muſt be brought in as a partner in the crime, as de- 
nying the juſtneſs of the divine nature, and accounting 
his own blood as at leaſt an unneceſſary thing. 

Jeſus himſelf ſuppoſes, that his being ſaved from it 
(death,) was not abſolutely inconfiſtent with the ſalva- 
** tion of men 5.“ 

P. 251.1. 22. The ſupreme Lawpiver determined 
from the beginning to mitigate in our favour the rigour 
* of the law; to make allowances for human error and 
„ imperfeQion, and to accept of repentance and ſincere 


© obedience, 


F. xod xxxiiis 19. } Fx0d. xxxiit, 18. 19. 


7 Exod. xxxiv. 6. . 


{ See this ſubject well explained in Blackwell's chen ſerrum, chav. r. 
SP: 246. 1. 7. 
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e Obedience, inſtead of ſinleſs perfection.“ We intre- 
duced this paſſage before, as a proof of his denying the 
covenant of works. Bur it alſo affords a direct proof of 
the denial of the neceſſity of an atonement. How is this 
doctrine conſiſtent with divine faithfulneſs, or with the 
dignity of the Lawgiver ? If he“ determined from the 
« beginning to mitigate the rigour of his law,” why give 
it at all in its full force ? 

P. 316. 1. 5. * There is no doubt but Almighty God 
« could have found other methods of ſaving us, without 
the bloody paſſion of his dear and only Son.” He does 
not mean to ſay, that God could have ſaved men ſome 
other way than by Chriſt, but that he could have faved 
men by Chriſt without his death, as is evident from the 
queſtion to which theſe words are an anſwer: © Why 
„ might he not have attained his dominion—by being 
« tranſlated to heaven without taſting of death?“ Indeed 
he tells us plainly afterwards, that “ any other method 
* of confirming the covenant” than the blood of Chriſt, 
« if appointed by God, might have been ſufficient “.“ 
Obſerve, my brethren, that as he gives only a ſacramental, 
and not a facrifical efficacy to the blood of Chriſt, he 
makes it ſo very little neceſſary even in this reſpect, that 
* any other method” might have done: juſt as one 
would ſay that © any other rite,” than that of baptiſm, 
would have done for fignifying and ſealing regeneration, 
if Godhad appointed it.“ 

Again, p. 347. l. 4. This (pardon) was the effect of 
« mere goodiſeſs, and often/ of uncovenanted mercy, ot 
* which there are many examples in the old teſtament.“ 
Here is a bold ſtroke not only at the neceſſity of an atone- 
ment, but at the neceffity of a revelation. Lor if it be 
conſiſtent with the nature of God, not only to pardon 
fin without a ſatisfaction, but without any regard to the 
covenant of grace; how can it appear tat in order to the 
ſalvation of men, there was an abſolute neceſfity for the 
revelation of God's will? There could, indeed, be none. 
Here is the real tendency of Socinianiſm. At firſt inſtance 
it plunges into Deiſm. It is denied, that any one of theſe 
inſtances to which he refers with reſpect to heathens con- 
tinuing ſuch, afford an example of the real pardon ot fin, 

| I 
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It was only “a lengthening of their tranquility” upon 
their external repentance. ' | „ | 
The unavoidable conſequence of his denying the neceſſi- 
ty of a ſatisfaction, is his denial of the real SyuBsT1ITVU= 
T10N of Chriſt as our SURETY. „ | 
We have ſeen his opinion of this already in conſidering 
the firſt part, For as he ſpurns the idea of his bearing the 
wrath of his Father, he muſt of courſe reject the doctrine 
of his ſubſtitution, 1 | N 
P. 527. l. 14+ © Indeed, had our Redeemer been en- 
% dowed with the ſame power to fave us which Jeſus 
« Chriſt now poſſeſſes, but without being allied to us by 
«© the ſame common nature—- the caſe might have been 
** the ſame that ir is as to the final accompliſhment of our 
** hopes, but it would have been very different with re- 


“ ſpect to our preſent conſolation.” That is, the ſame 


end might have been accompliſhed, though the Son of 
God had not been incarnate, or taſted' of death, though 
not attended with the ſame degree of conſolation. This 
is honeſt- enough. Neither his incarnation nor his death 
were really neceſſary for working out our ' redemption» 
They add nothing to the merit of the work, only ſome- 
what to the comfort of it. "53 
With a view to 'overthrow the doctrine of Chriſt's ſub- 
flitution, he endeavours to. ſhow, (p. 419. note), that 
« where Chriſt is ſaid to ſuffer or die for us, — in any 
« paflage' where this matter is ſpoken of, we are to under- 
*« ſtand for, as meaning en account of, not inſtead of.” He 
grants that Chriſt died on account of ſinners, that is, to do 
them ſome kind of ſervice; but refuſes that he died in/fead 
of them, as being really their ſurety.” But that for is, in 
every paſſage where this matter is ſpoken of,” to be ren- 
dered on account of, is a great deal more than he can prove. 
There are wo words thus rendered“. It may eaſily be 
roved, that the laſt is uſed in the New Teſtament in dif- 
ferent, places about which there can be no controverſy, as 
denoting inflead of, or the ſubſtitution of one thing, or one 
perſon in the place of another. So Paul, writing of Oneſi- 
mus to Philemon, ſays, *W-hom I would have retained with 
$* me, that in thy Bead he might have miniſteredunto me. 
% We pray you, in Chrifts flead, be ye reconciled, 2 Cor. 
F Y : 7 a N 9. 
® Jia and die. + Ver. 13. 
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v. 20. Now, how can the author prove that it is not to 
be taken in this ſenſe, when referring to Chriſt ? We have 
nothing but his aſſertion, contrary to the whole tenor of 
ſcripture, which ſtill repreſents him under characters that 
denote a ſubſtitution, —a ſacrifice, a ranſom, &c. Still 
more to invalidate this doctrine, he adds: Unleſs we 
© will ſay, that he roſe from the tomb in our ſtead, the 
i apoſtle ſeems to forbid us to ſay, that he died for us, in 
i that ſenſe of the word, when he ſays, that Chriſt died 
« fer us, and roſe again,” 2 Cor. v. 15. Yes, we alſo ſay, 
that he roſe again from the tomb in our lead,“ that he 
roſe in a public character; for God © hath quickened us 
„ together with Chriſt, hath raiſed us up together, and 
*© hath made us fit together in heavenly places in Chriſt 
« Jeſus,” Eph. ii. 5, 6. This is not literally accompliſhed 
in the believer while on earth : But it denotes the high 
ee which he hath in Chriſt, as his Head and Repre- 
entative in heaven. He not only roſe, but he, aſcended 
in our ſtead; for the forerunner hath er ut entered,“ 
not merely on our account, but in our room, while we con- 
tinue here. For he bath taken poſſeſſion of the heavenly 
inheritance in our name. In this ſenſe we are ſaid, in re- 
ſpect of preſent attainments, to become to the mount 
« Zion, to the heavenly Jeruſalem,” if by faith we come 
to “ Jeſus the Mediator of the new covenant,” Heb. xiii. 
22—24- Indeed, the ſame confeſſion is virtually made 
by our author, though it reſembles that of the high-prieſt, 

John xi. 51. We are with our Saviour, if 1 may ſo 
« ſpeak, exalted to univerſal empire, and have all our 
s enemies put under our feet; for all things are ours, 


-*© whether things preſent, or things to come “.“ There 


was great occaſion for this conditional mode of expreſſion, 
« if I may ſo ſpeak,” conſidering what he had already ad- 
vanced in the paſſage now under review. Although 
we ſhould grant, according to the Doctor's temper in this 
place, that Chriſt did not enter as our forerunner in our 
flead, but only“ on our behalf, and for our good,” even 
this will not fatisfy him. Give him this at one time, 
and he will demand more at another, as if he were allied 
to © the daughter of the horſeleech, which till faith, 
“Give, give, it is not enough.“ For he will likely in- 

8 form 


of P. 490. J. Ir, 
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form you ſomewhere elſe, that it was not really en our a- 
count that Chriſt entered into heaven, but on his own, 
And indeed, we find ſomething very like this: © No man 
can merit a reward for others. Whatever benefit ac» 
*« crues to them for his (Chriſt's) ſake, it is a reward to 
„ him, not to them *.” 8 

The REALI T of an Aron E MEN Tr, as made by Chriſt, 
he denies in many places very plainly, in others more 
obſcurely. | 

P. 244-1. 18.“ Upon the whole, to ſuffer many in- 
© dignities in the world, and to die on a croſs, were not 
** the chief and ultimate ends of our Saviour's miſſion, 
* nor any direct ends of it at all, but only incidental ca- 
% lamities. The direct and immediate end—was to 
« preach the goſpel—to confirm his doctrine — to ſet an 
«« example—and to promote the ſalvation of finners in 
«© the moſt effectual manner, whatever ſufferings the do- 
* ing ſo might bring upon him, and though it ſhould 
c coſt him his life.” The death of Chriſt with him was 
a mere contingency even to God, an ** incidental cala- 
mity” to Chriſt, and of no real benefit for taking away 
the curſe from us. Here, my brethren, with one breath 
this man dares to rob God of his glory, Chriſt + i vie- 


tory, and you of your ſalvation. 
The deſign of his ſecond ſection is to ſhow, that even 
the obedience of Chriſt, for he takes away ene 


is not the foundation of pardon, but a reaſon fortxtending 
mercy to thoſe who ſhall merit pardon by the proper ute 
of the means of repentance. | . 
P. 275. foot. He aſſerts that “the eminent patience, 
« piety, ſubmiſſion, and benevolence diſplayed at the cloſe 
*« of Chriſt's death, avail with God—as do the piety and 
« virtue of good men in general.” What? Are we then 
to propoſe that queſtion in the Popiſh ſenſe ? „ To which 
of the ſaints wilt thou turn?“ Why, according to this 
writer's ſcheme, there can be no impropriety in turning 
to any of them; becauſe ** the piety, ſubmiſſion, &c. of 
good men in general, avail with God, in the ſame manner 
with that of Jeſus Chriſt.” For the propoſition is ſurely 
convertible. But there is ſomething particular, which, 
even with our author, renders it the ſafeſt courſe to turn 
to 


* P. 288. J. 19. 
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found out a ranſom ;” 


(. 98} 


to him: for © the effects of ſuch ſingular excellencies are 
proportionally greater, and more extenſive.“ 
P. 256. 1. 13. * He (God) chooſes this way (of the right- 
«© couſneſs and holineſs of Chriſt's life) as moſt proper to 
« reclaim offenders, and to promote real holineſs.” Thus, 
the obedience of Chriſt unto the death has only the place 
of a mean leading to ſalvation, not of a meritorious cauſe. 
God only © extends mercy to many more ſinners, and in 
a greater degree for Chriſt's ſake.” He elſewhere repre- 
ſents. it as a motive with God, as the laſt expreſſion im- 
plies. For in 
P. 280. I. 4. he ſays: © Chriſt's obedience is exhibited 


.* in ſcripture as the motive and excitement to grant theſe 


% benefits.“ 


P. 28 4. l. 10. He denies that it is © ſaid any where in 
© the new teſtament, that we are ſaved by the merits of 


% Chriſt ; and why? merit, in the high ſenſe of the word, 
* ſeems to take away, or derogate from the grace of God.” 
Wich him the grace of God is the main cauſe. It is indeed, 


the moving cauſe, But if that which is the proper reaſon 


for which wy bleſſing is conferred, be the principal cauſe, 


the righteouſneſs of Chriſt mult, in the preſent caſe, be con- 
ſidered as intitled to this deſignation. God himſelf aſſigns 
this: Deliver them from going down to the pit, for I have 

Job xxxiii. 24. evidently inſinu- 
ating, that it would be inconſiſtent with his juſtice to par- 
don ſin without a fatisfaQtion, 


P. 315. I. 5. The efficacy of the ſufferings and death of 
Chriſt for ſaving men from the guilt of fin, chiefly flows 


from their leading the way to that celeſtial aggrandize- 
« ment, and power, whereby he is able ts ſave to the utter- 


% moſt.” Chriſt's perſonal exaltation, then, and not any 


merit in his © obedience to the death” is the chief cauſe 


of his ability to ſave. The words of the text adduced, 


Heb. vii. 25. do not declare that his ability © zo ſave to the 
 uttermoſt ariſes from his aggrandizement or exaltation : but 


the whole of his life, as an interceding high Prieſt, in con- 
ſequence of the perfection of his propitiatory ſacrifice, is 
given as the evidence of this ability, He continueth e- 


ver, wherefore he is able to ſave to the uttermoſt,” or to 


fave for evermore. Nay, the merit of Chriſt's death is 
made to ariſe, not only from “ its leading the way to his 
- | celeſtial 


( 72.) 

celeſtial aggrandizement” but from this very circumſtance : 
« It was not through death, conſidered. fimply in itſelf, 
4% that he accompliſhed this great work (of deftroying him 
. * that had the power of death, ) but through death as the 
* cauſe and ground of that mighty power whereby he is 
able to give unto his eternal life“. Compare this with 
another paſfage : ** Jeſus attained all his power and glory, 
4 as the reward of his righteouſneſs and obedience unto 
« death. ' Thus, Chriſt's exaltation is repreſented as the 
reward of his ſufferings, white it is, at the ſame time, held 
forth as that which gave his ſufferings their real merit. 
This is a ſtrange paradox, Chriſt merited his exaltation 
by his ſufferings, and yet his fufffrings derived all their 
proper merit from his exaltation. - _ W 

P. 324. I. 6. He makes the death and ſufferings of Chriſt 
« the more remote cauſe of our redemption” Elſewhere, 
he makes the + abundant favour God hath for his Son, 
certainly on account of his work, © a primary and direct 
cauſe .“ One would think there is a little inconſiſtency 
here, But this author, whilſt he removes .all myſtery 
from revelation, gives a great deal to ſomething which he 
calls Reaſon ; 6A. with it the ſame thing may be, at the 
lame time, both a primary and a remote cauſe. _ 

P. 324-326. To depreciate the merit of Chriſt's death, 
he attempts to ſhow that he could only be ſaid to conquer 
his enemies and redeem his people improperly, by compa- 
ring his work with that of a man who is faid to fave his 
country by his blood, whereas it was not the ſhedding of 
* his blood, but the valour of his arm that ſaved it.“ This 
ſcarcely deſerves an anſwer. But error is ſo diffuſive, that 
every fibre requires to be rooted out. The parallel is by 
no means juſt. For the blood of Chriſt was really the 
price required by the law, and which alone could be ac- 
ceptable to God. That he may leave as little honour to 
Chriſt as poſſible, he wreſts away that remarkable ſcripture 
from an application to him: He ſpoiled principalities,” 
&c. f. and underſtands it of the Father, reading the laſt 
clauſe, & triumphing over them by him,” that is, by Chriſt, 
But it can only be underſtood of Chriſt, becauſe the re- 
lative pronoun him in verſe 12.—* raiſed him from the 
dead,“ evidently ſhows that it is ſpoken of Chriſt. - 

. 347. 
P. zit. l. 5. f P. 326. l. 23. f P. 277. foot. 5 Col. ii. 15. 
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p. 347. I. 7. Chriſt © is repreſented as a ſacrifice for fin, 


tc or-a"1in-offering, a burnt-offering, a peace-offering, a 
« 'meat-offering; a propitiation, or the victim by which it 
«© is effected, and'a'curſe. More than one of theſe, or 
« rather none of them, he could be in a /iteral ſenſe,” that 
is, in a reul ſenſe.” | For the only diſcovers * a reſem- 
blance “.“ But though this writer be ſo ſpiritual in his 
views, the Holy Spirit àſeribes all theſe characters to Chriſt 


as literally fulfilled in him. He was made fn for us.“ 


His heart was ** melted like wax in the midſt of his bow- 
els“ by the fire of divine anger conſuming his human na- 
ture as à barnt-offering. “ He is our peace, who hath 
made peace through the blood of his croſs.” He js © our 
paſſover.” He is “ ſet forth to be a propitiation, and he 
was made a cur/e for us.” His being a prieſt is alſo to be 
underſtood as a figurative allufion only 7. | 
P. 345-1. 1. Chriſt © was not yet properly conſecrated 
« to his prieſtly office,” when he ſuffered on the croſs 
« but—bding raiſed from the dead, and inveſted, with all 
« power in heaven and earth, he officiates as an high 
tc prieſt over the houſe of God, and expiates perfectly all 
te fins whatever, paſt, preſent, and to come, provided that 
© they be truly repented of.“ This he aſſerts, that he 
may prove that oblation was no proper part of his prieſt- 
hood. It is a ſtrange inconſiſteney, —a high-prieſt offering 
himſelf unto God without being conferrated, nay, entering 
into the true holy of holies for this very purpoſe. Chriſt, 
indeed, was not fully inaugurated/into the complete diſcharge 
of his-prieſtly office, till he“ ſat down at the right hand 
of God” But wherein confiſted his conſecration? Was 
it not in his qualification for this office? And whence 
proceeded his qualification, but from the Spirit reſting on 
him without meafure? He was, therefore, actually con- 
ſcerated from the womb, and eſpecially from his baptiſm. 
Had he not been fully conſecrated, at leaſt with regard to 
oblation, he could not have been ** a faithful high-prieſt, 
to make reconciliation for the ſins of the people.” Heb. 
ii. 17. But by a ſtrange abſurdity our author carries his 
work of expiation to heaven, not believing that“ by one 
offering he hath for ever perfected them that are ſanctified.“ 
He expiates perfectly all fins.” We have formerly 
K beard 


P. 326. I. 13. 1 P. 343, 344- 
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heard of an idolatrous, abominable and perpetual reno - 
vation of Chriſt's work of expiation on carth in the ſaeri- 
fice of the Maſs. But our anthor has refined on the idea. 
He has transferred it to heaven. The Papiſts have their 
temples, altars and prieſts All theſe in reſpect of a re- 
newed, perpetual expiation, the learned doctor finds in 
heaven. This unbloody ſacrifice was quite unknown to 
the Church, when the epiſtle to the Hebrews was written ; 
for ſaitk the inſpired penman : This man after he had 


«offered one ſacrifice for fin; for ever fat down on the 
* right, hand of God.” Heb x: 12. All Chriſt's work 


of oblation on earth, was only a ſort of preparation for this 
heavenly oblation. For * his ſufferings were the neceſ- 
« ſary means for preparing Aim ſor the great office of ex- 
*5. piating or making atonement for the fins of men +.” 


If you will believe this penetrating divine, he did not of- 


fer himſelf, as men would moſt naturally apprehend, when 
he ſhed his blood. This was only a figurative oblation. 
His real offering is to be found in heaven. Many have 


ardently laboured to reconcile the Proteſtant. churches 


with what they are pleaſed to call the Mother · church 


Mother in one ſenſe, indeed, which you will find in the 
Revelation of John. But there never was ſo feaſible a plan 


preſented before, nor was there ever an envoy more qua- 
lied for the work than our author. The Roman church 


has'Rill had her perpetual real ſacrifice of oblation, and 


wrely, it can be nothing the worle that it is preſented in 
heaven. Though there, ſhe can as eaſily make it ſaleable 
as if it were ſtill on earth. Well, certainly our author 
muſt ſuppoſe this expiation very perfect, when it is made 
both on earth and in heaven. Let us hear him: “ He ex- 
piates perfectly all ſins whatever — provided they be tru- 
«« ly. repented of.” There it is ſtill imperfect. I fear, 
that after all, this-will not pleaſe the palates of your ſtub- 
vorn Catholics. For ſome of their moſt learned divines 
aſcribe ſo much perfection to their ſacrifice of the maſs, 
their perpetual expiation, as to deny the neceſſity of ſin- 
cerity, in order to its efficacy, either in the adminiſtrator, 

or 


This is the very langvape of Socinians. © Negat Socinus in cruce 
peractam a Chriſto noſtri expiationem, duntaxat eam peragi poſtquam 
us, et ingreſſus in lum. fult. Morab. Soc, comp. lib. 3. c. I. 
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or in the perſon for whom it is offered ®. One might pre- 
fume to think, that after the author had ſecured a double 
expiation, he might for once have ventured to give it fo 
much validity, as to fecure the repentance of thoſe for 
whom it is offered. But he is ſo far conſiſtent. White 
he robs our glorious Redeemer of the power of © giving 
forgiveneſs ot fins” through his own blood as the merito- 
rious cauſe, he alſo takes away the power of © giving re- 
pentance,” Acts v. 31.—— But how is the docti ine of a 
preſent expiation in heaven agreeable to his own doctrine ? 
Under this conſtitution there is no more offering for 
« ſin — becauſe this one offering ſerves to rati.y an ever · 
«© laſting covenant of remiſſion of all ſins +.” But if there 
be no more offering, how can there be any more expiation? 
However, this is a Socinian myſtery. | 

The whole amount of the author's doctrine on this fun- 
damental article ſeems to turn out to this, That Chriſt 
« was the firſt and greateſt of that illuſtrious band who 
« died for the truth: — That his ſufferings, in general, 
* were more bitter than theirs, and bi behaviour under 
„ them more noble and perfect; - and finally, that tho 
« they might be, in ſome inſtances, miſtaken in what 
«© they profeſſed, jt is ſcarcely conceivable that he could 
& be 1o y * | : 

One would think indeed, that in many places he means 
to grant the atonement; particularly, when he ſays, 
4% Had there been no fin, there would have been no need 
„of a Saviour; no Saviour at leaſt to ſuffer and die. It 
« was not only by means of fin that Chriſt ſuffered, but 
% on account of the fins of men.” Sed latet angwis in 
herba. here is a coil of the old ſerpent here Although 
Chriſt died“ on account of the ſins of men,” yet you mutt 
not conclude, my brethren, that he died as a real propi- 
riatory ſacrifice, ** For (adds he) there may be ſuffering 
here there is no guilt, and conſequently nopuniſhmenc 
intended.“ Chriſt might, with him, be faid to die on 
account of the fins of men;” but he did not really die for 
their fins, nor in their place, for © he had no guilt,” that 
is, no imputation of fan, no liableneſs to vindictive juſtice 
as 2 Surety; he was not “ made a curſe for us,” he was 
not 
* Lettres Provinciales par M. Paſcal, I. 10. 

+ F. 302. tet, P. 377. l. 33, &c. $ P. 446. {00t, 


1 


not ſubſtituted in our law- room. Therefore, however 
much he ſuffered, having no guilt, © conſequently there 
could be no puniſhment intended.” IP; 

We have already remarked, that his manner of anſwer- 
ing the Arguments brought by the orthodox on any of the 
doctrines which he denies, is very peculiar. He does not 
deign to ſtate them as objeCtions, or as paſſages that con- 
tain any difficulty : But he boldly brings them forth, as 
if they tended moſt directly to confirm his own hereſies. 

I be firſt we ſhall mention is a remarkable text, which 
he brings in as eonfirming the doctrine confidered in the 
laſt reference: ** He was made ſin for us, who knew no 
« fin, &c. 2 Cor, v. 21.—In him ſpotleſs innocence was 
, given up to be treated like fin itfelf*®.” But for a mo- 
ment ſuppoſe this to be the ſenſe of the words, yet they 
will not apply as the author means them. For he certain- 
ly means, that he was given up to be treated like fin it- 
ſelf” by wicked men. Therefore, the words are caſt into 
ſuch a mould, as might make them appear more eaſily to 
receive this impreſſion: He was made fin.” But both, 
' according to the original and our tranſlation, all the agency 
is aſcribed to God the Father: “He hath made him to 
be fin.” But caſt the words into whatever form you pleaſe, 
they will not really bear this ſenſe. For there is a very 
conſiderable difference between a reſemblance and a reality. 
Now, the words without any reſerve aſſure us, that he 
1 made him to be ſin,” that is, by imputation; and what 
uſe does language ſerve for, if this only ſignify, that * he 
was treated like fin.” But the other branch of the con- 
traſt is deſtroyed, the effect can never be accompliſhed, 
even in the author's ſenſe, if this be all that is meant. 
«That we might become by his means truly righteous and 
acceptable to God.” Can true righteouſneſs or juſtifica- 
tion flow, in any reſpect, from a metaphorical, ſhadowy 
atonement? Can true acceptance flow — a figurative 
expiation ? Can a reality proceed from a ſimilarity ? Can 
fin be deſtroyed in the guilty, merely becauſe an innocent 
perſon is treated as if he had been guilty ? If ſo, the fol- 
lowers of this“ divine philoſophy” have diſcovered logi- 
cal principles totally unknown to all the bunglers and 
þabblers who have gone before them. A ſhadow may now 
> 1 | 7 4k ER de r produce 
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produce a ſubſtance, and an effect may be greater than its 
cauſe. —But it is undeniable, that the author's view will not 
anſwer the ſcope of the paſſage. The words are evident - 
ly introduced as the reaſon of ſomething preceding: · Far 
he hath,” &c. Now, of what are they given as the reaſon ? 


Plainly of God's © reconciling the world io himſelf, not 


imputing to them their treſpaſſes,” and of entruſting to 
men “the myſtery of reconciliation.” But they cannot 
contain a ſufficient reaſon for this conduct, unleſs they de- 
clare that God hath made him a rea ſacrifice for fin.” The 
word fin is here uſed to denote the ſacrifice for ſin, or the 
ſin- offering, as the ſame word according to the original“, 
is often uſed by the Septuagint, as in Exod. xxix 14. 
Lev. iv. 3. &. Now, though it be not clſewhere found 
in this ſenſe in the New Teſtament, as that verfion was 
ordinarily uſed by the Jews, when the New Teſtament was 
penned, as both the evangeliſts and Paul generally quote 
the very language of it, is it not in the higheſt degree pro- 
bable, that in the ſenſe, which he here gives to the word 
n, he alludes to its common meaning in the Old 'Teſta- 
ment? But, although the Doctor's view differs from the 
evident deſign of Paul, he gives you the very words of the 
Socinian commentators. Thus Slichtingius on the paſ- 
ſage: Since puniſhment is a debt to God, which cannot 
* juſtly be exacted of the innocent, who will ſay that 
© Chriſt, who is moſt innocent, was properly ſpeaking, 
% puniſhed by God? — The death of Chriſt had indeed 
* certain reſemblance of puniſhment, in as much as im- 
«© punity is thereby acquired for us; but by no means the 
« conſideration of real puniſhment +.” 
P. 277. note. © Av, redemption, Eph. i. 7. may 
&« ſignify the ſame thing with Herne, propitiation, expia- 
« tion, or atonement.” Are you ſurpriſed to obſerve his 
anxiety to get rid of this word, and ready to enquire, 
What better would he be while retaining the others men- 
tioned ? You may find the reaſon of this N 
| « Theſe 


® #ungrin. 

+ * Et cum Deo debita ſt paena, pœna autem ab innocente jure non 
4% poſſit exigi, quis Chriſtum innocentiſſimum proprie loquendo punitum 
i Deo dicet ? —— Habuit quidem mors Chriſti ſimilitudiaem quandam 
„ penz, quatenus per illam impunitas nodis quzſita eſt, led neutiqua a 
„ yrram pans rativaem,” | | 
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„ Theſe words, atonement, ſacrifice, &c. only contain figu- 
t rative deſcriptions of the efficacy of Chriſt's blood “. 
Therefore he will rather bear with them, becauſe he can 
reſiſt their force by the powerful barrier of metaphor. But 
the idea of redemption appals him, © becauſe it is a buying 
back of a ſlave or captive, by paying a price for him, 
whereby he obtains his liberty.” But ſuch a real, and no 
figurative redemption did we need, ſuch a redemption as 
implies the actual payment of a price; for we are natural- 
ly enſlaved in our perſons, and our poſſeſſions are mort - 
gaged. We are enſlaved in our perfons—to fin: © We 
are the ſervants (or) bond-flaves of fin,” Rom. vi 2. We 
are naturally under the condemning power of ſin, and 
therefore really need * redemption through his blood, 
even the forgivenneſs of ſins,” Eph.i 7. We are 
led captive by the devil at his will,” and therefore re- 
quire deliverance from his power. We are ſubject to the 
oy of death, and ſo need to be ** redeemed from it,” 
Hof xiii. 14 Our poſſeſſions were alſo mortgaged; and 
from this Chriſt hath delivered his people; for we read of 
* the redemption of the purchaſed poſſeſſion, Eph. i. 14. 
that is, the fl pofleflion ot the inheritance redeemed, as 
with this tze earneſt of the inheritance” is contraſted. 
P. 330. L 14. We are purified by his blood, Rom. 
* v. g. cherefore, becauſe by the ſhedding of this blood, 
* he obtained power to juſtify us.“ Here the ſufferings 
of Chriſt are repreſented as only an inferior mean ſub er · 
vient to one of a ſuperior nature, that is, his exaltation, 
both, although in different degrees, enabling him to juſ- 
tify ſinners We grant that we could not have been juf- 
titied by the blaod of Chriſt, unleſs he had riſen again, 
But ir is a very different thing to make his death only ſub- 
ſervient to his reſurrection, and to make his reſurrection, 
neceſſary io the efficacy of his death. The death of 
Chriſt was not the cauſe of the efficacy of his death, but 
the evidence of it. This did not give merit to his facrifice, 
but only declares the perfection of its merit. Thereſore it 
is ſaid; He was declared to be Son of God with power,“ 
« or powerfully declared to be the Son of God—by his 
«© reſurrection from the dead,“ Rom. i. 4. Even take the 
expreſion—Son of God, in the author's ſenſe, 3 
pe 
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to Chriſt as mediator, yet it is not ſaid, that he was 
made the Son of God, or qualified to perform the office 
of a mediator, becauſe of his reſurrecttion; but that his 
reſurrection was the evidence of his fitneſs, the power - 
ful declaration of the ſatis factory nature of his obedience 
and ſufferings. But indeed, this character, the Son of 
God, evidently refers to his divine natute ; for it is oppo- 
ſed to that nature which he derived from David, - made 
*« of the ſeed of David accordfug to the fleſh, (but) de- 
*.clared to be the Son of Gotl—according to the Spirit 
« of holineſs,” or according to his divine nature, which 
ſeems elſewhere to be called the eternal-Spirit,” Heb. 


ix. 14. For fleſb and ſpirit are here evidently contraſted. 


with each other. e n v f 
P. 356. 357. The author knowing that Gal. iv. 5. 6. is 
a- paſſage generally uſed to prove the reality of the redemp- 
tion purchaſed by Chriſt, enliſts it into his ſervice, and 
brings it to prove that the end of Chriſt's death was only 
to confirm the new coyenant, importing deliverance from 
the-ceremonial law. To make it of any fervice to him, 


eſpecially for his ſcheme of univerſal-redemption, it was 
neceflary to ſhow that all men were under the law in the 


ſame ſenſe in which Chriſt was made under it. Therefore 
the author gives us a bold aſſertion for want of better evi- 
dence: © All men, Geatiles as well as Jews, were in a 
« ſenſe under the law before the coming of Chriſt, there 
s being no other way of admiſſion to the benefits of God's 
« church, but that of circumciſion, and an abſolute ſubs 
t jection to the other ordinances of the law.” He means 
to ſhow, that all men were in 4 ſenſe under the ceremonial 
law. How were they under it 

enter into the church any other way. You will obſerve 
that the expreſſion, ander the lau occurs twice in the paſ- 


ſage : © Chriſt was made under the law, to redeem them 


that were under the law.” But what a ſtrange ſophiſm, 
nay, what an unparalleled contradiction does he impoſe 


on the reader in order to gain his point? The Gentiles 


were under the law, in a way of excluſion from all the 
privileges which it gave. They were © under it in a 
ſenſe,” and yet when this ſenſe is explained, the meaning 
is, that they were under it in no {ſenſe whatever ; under 
it, —becauſe they were net under it ; they had a right to 

a 1s 
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its privileges, berauſe they had wo right. Now, if Curia 
came to redeem them, that were under the law,“ it 
was ſurely neceſſary that he ſhould be made under it“ 


in the fame ſenſe in which all were under it for whoſe 
ſakes he came. But if it was in the ſenſe in which the 
Gentiles were under it, then we muſt conelude that he 
was not circumciſed, that he was cxcluded from the cere 
monial law, that he was not under it at all. But, though 
the Gentiles were not under the ceremonial law in any 
| ſenſe whatever, that is level to the capacities of rational 
beings; though our author's view cannot be admitted, 


until he prove, that according to the ordinary meaning of 


language, a ſtate of outlawry fignities' one's being under 
the protection of law, or abſolute excluſion from privileges 
the poſſeſſion of them; yet they were all under the law” 
in another ſenſe, — as a broken covenant of works. © For 
© what things ſoever the law faith, it fairh-to them that 
« are under the law,” not to them who are excluded fromit, 


© that every mouth may be e ——— — | 
ut 1 r d re- 


« become guilty before God “. 
deem them from the law in that ſenſe in which they real- 


ly were, and only could be under it, in the ſelf-fame 


ſenſe muſt he have been conflituted under the law. 


P. 486. 487. We are not redeemed with corruptible 
ce things as filver and gold, — but with the precious blood 


« of Chriſt, as of a lamb without blemiſh and without 
*/ſpot .“ He tries to weaken the force of this text by 
diminiſhing the value of the price mentioned in it:“ This 
« purchaſe could be made only by the blood of Chriſt, 
« which, as it expreſſes perfect innocence and purity, is 
% moſt dear to God,” Was this all the offering? Was 
it the blood of a mere man? How © pure and innocent” 
ſoever, this muſt ſtill have been “ a corruptible thing.” 
But the Doctor has an anſwer ready to meet this objection: 
as it was changed into a higher ſtate in the glorified 
« body of our Saviour,” it “ is juſtly oppoſed to all cor» 
© ruptible things.” Here he ſets aſide both the Deity of 
Chriſt, and the truth of his atonement, at one ſtroke : for 
according to him, it receives its value, not principally 
from any thing connected with it before his death, but 
from the immortality conferred on the body of Chriſt, af- 

ter 
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ter his aſcenſion. The apoſtle, it appears, could only 
ſpeak in this manner, * when it was changed into a high» 
er ſtate.” But however conſiſtent it may be both with 
our author's good ſenſe, and with his divinity, to ſtate 
fo fallacious à contraſt, the inſpired apoſtle could never 
have been chargeable with it, For he ſpeaks wholly in 
the paſt time; Ye were not redeemed,” although the 
Doctor gives his words in the preſent. Nor would it have 
availed for illuſtrating the excellency of the price, to tell 
what that blood was become after the purchaſe was made. 
If we ſhould ſuppoſe a ſmall price to be paid for the re- 
demption of a captive by a poor man, it can never be 
afterwards ſaid that the captive was redeemed with a 
great price, becauſe the redeemer has become rich. 
Beſides, there is an evident alluſion to the typical 
redemption from the curſe, which was obtained under 
the law by the blood of ſpotleſs victims. The blood 
of Chriſt is ſaid to be precious in the ſame reſpect in 
which © a lamb” was ſaid to be © without blemiſh,” 
that is, in reference to the very act of ſacrificing. And 
how was it precious? As oppoſed to every corruptible 
thing, to corruptible blood as well as ſilver and gold, to 
that of a mere man as well as that of lambs and goats; 
as being in its proper relation an incorruptible price, that 
is, the blood of an infinite Perſon, For © the church of 
% God,” is that * which he hath purchaſed with his 
own' blood “.“ — His view of theſe words alſo implies a 
denial of the Deity of Chriſt. For if this blood could af- 
ter his ſacrifice be changed into a higher ſtate,” then it 
muſt have had higher value and merit; if it could admit 
of higher value afterwards than on the croſs, then it was 
not of infinite value; if it was not of infinite value, then 
it was { ab/et blaſphemia) the blood of a finite perſon, of a 
mere creature. | 

P. 538. 1. 11. When mentioning the holy reſolution 
of Paul not to know any thing among his Corinthian diſ- 
ciples © ſave Jeſus Chriſt, and him crucified,” as the ſole 
foundation of the ſinner's hope before God, though the 
apoſtle expreſſes himſelf fo pointedly as to exclude every 
thing elſe; yet, in oppoſition to the plain ſenſe of the 
words, he forces in the expreſſion comparatively, as re- 
ſtricting 
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ftrifting his meaning. We ſhould not have thought this 
worthy of notice, among ſo many things of more impor- 
tance, did not the author in this very paſſage ſhow how 
dangerous a thing it is to pervert the word of the Spirit 
of God, by falling into a palpable ſelf- contradiction. For 
after he has aſfured us, that “ we may believe the apoſtle 
meant to know ol ung, &c, compararively,”—he immedi- 
ately ſubjoins: “ For this alone, taken in its due extent, 
« doth really comprehend all fpiritual and ſaving know- 
ledge.” If fo, why fhould the apoſtle deſire to know it only 
comparatively ? If he did, he certainly differed from this 
gentleman, who “ takes all the points of true religion to 
be practical “.“ 

The neceſſary conſequence of denying the atone- 
ment, is the denial of God's RxcoxciLIATION to us by 
Chriſt. Indeed, did Socinians acknowledge the one, they 
muſt of neceſſity acknowledge the other. Did they grant 
that Chriſt reconciled God to us, they muſt grant that 
Chriſt really bore his wrath and made atonement. Did 
they allow that he really made atonement, they muſt ai- 
{o allow that God is reconciled through him. But they 
evidently confound reconciliation and converſion: 
There was no other way by which the Saviour of the 
« world reconciled, or could reconcile finners to his Fa- 
ther, but by converting and ſanctifying them, and 
bringing them back to the path of duty. f“ The re- 
conciliation of which they ſpeak, is only the fruit of God's 
reconciliation to finners: *I will heal their backſliding, 
and love them freely. (Why?) For mine anger is turn- 
e ed away from him,” Hoſ. xiv. 4. They cannot deny 
that God is angry with the wicked; why, then, do they 
deny that God is reconciled to us by Chriſt? It is juſt 
that they may give all the work to the poor, unable, un- 
willing, and rebellious ſinner, not only of reconciling 
Himſelf to God, but of reconciling God to him. If Chriſt 
hath reconciled us to God in any ſenſe, his reconciling 
God to us cannot be denied; becauſe it is eſſential to re- 
conciliation, that it be on both ſides, if the variance be 
mutual. But we are not only by nature enemies to God, 
but God is our enemy. He is © angry with che wicked 
every day. Y out iniquities have ſeparated between you 
” „ ang 
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and your God, and your fins have hid his face from 
“ you, that he will not hear,” Iſa. lix. 2 But if recon- 
ciliation muſt be mutual, it is moſt unreaſonable ro deny 
the chief branch of it, that of the party principally and 
juſtly offended. 

It is evident from many paſſages of ſcripture, not only 
that reconciliation implies that of God to us, but that 
this is the thing eſpecially meant. For it is ſaid, that 
« when we were enemies, we were reconciled to God 
« by the death of his Son,” Rom. v. 10. This e- 
vidently refers to what is ſpoken in the preceding 
verſe, of Chriſt dying for them while “ without 
« ſtrength, ungodly finners,” God was then complete- 


ly reconciled, as to a full reparation for their offences by 


the Mediator, and they were then, in the body of his 
« fleſh,” as repreſented by him virtually, reconciled to 
God, though not actually, until they believed che“ mi- 
4 niſtry of reconciliation.” So, the force of the apoſtle's 
reaſoning here is; If we were reconciled to God when 
« enemies, if Chriſt performed the greateſt part of the 
« work in atoning for our offences by his ſufferings and 
« death, much more being reconciled, aue ſball be ſaved by bis 
% ſiſe; we have no reaſon to fear, that fin cun ever pre- 
% yail ſo far as to bring us again into a ſtate of condem- 
te nation, becauſe he ever liveth to make interceſſion for us, 
«© by preſenting the merit of his blood before the throne 
£« of God.” It cannot be the reconciliation of the {inner 
to God in converſion that is here meant, for it is evident- 
ly the work of the Son of God by his death, as oppoſed 
to his /ife; whereas that reconciliation they ipeak of, by 
their own confeſſion, flows from the life of Chriſt ia 
heaven. The apoſtle adds, And not only ſo;“ we 
not only © rejoice in hope of the glory of God,” and 
« in preſcnt tribulation *, but we rejoice in God” 
himſelf as our father and friend“ through our Lord 
« Jeſus Chriſt, by whom we have now received the atone- 
« ment” or reconciliation. You may obſerve here, my 
brethren, 1. That the reconciliation ſpoken of is a thing: - 
cerved, and not given, ſomething already finiſhed and com- 
municated to the ſinner, and notſomething finiſhed by the 
finner and communicated to God. If it means converſion, 

20 


® Rom, v, I. 2. 


- — ﬀ 


( 84 ) 


according to the author's view, it certainly muſt have 
been, by whom we have made the atonement” 2. The 
particle now refers to the fullneſs of time,” as ſhowin 
that although the ſaints under the Old Teſtament lived 
in the faith of an atonement, or reconciliation to be made, 
it was not actually made till Chriſt came. 1 
Again it is ſaid: “ All things are of God, who hath 
« reconciled us to himſelf by Jeſus Chriſt—God was in 
«« Chriſt reconciling the world to himſelf, not imputing 
« unto them their treſpafſes— He ye reconciled to God ®.” 
It is clear that there is a twofold reconciliation here ſpo- 
ken of, on the part of God, and on that of man. That 
in the two firſt verſes the apoſtle ſpeaks of God's being 
reconciled to finners, is evident, not only from his men- 
tioning Chriſt as the meritorious cauſe, and the gift of 
« the miniſtry of reconciliation” as the fruit of Chriſt's 
making reconciliation, but eſpecially from the manner in 
which God is ſaid to“ reconcile the world unto himſelt,” 
by“ not imputing their treſpaſſes“ Now, if the recon- 
ciliation here meant, were the converſion of ſinners to 
God, there would have been a great impropriety in in- 
troducing an act of God with reſpect to the pardon of 
fin. It would have been far more proper to have men- 
tioned the act of the ſinner in repentance. That none 
might apprebend, that becauſe he“ imputeth not their 
treſpaſſes,“ it is an act of grace without ſatisfaction for 


them, the reaſon of this non-imputation is given in the 


following verſe; “ For he hath made him to be fin for 
us, who knew no fin,” that is, he hath imputed the 
guilt of our fins to an innocent perſon, and required full 
ſatisfaction from him as our ſurety, that he might not 
impute them to thoſe repreſented by him. The recon- 
ciliation of the inner to God is meant in ver. 20—where 
we are exhorted to“ be reconciled to God.” 

Eph. ii. 16. © That he might reconcilc both unto God 
* in one body by the croſs, having ſlain the enmity there- 
6% by.” The Socinians confine theſe words to the re- 
conciliation between Jews and Gentiles. 'This 1s, indeed, 
part of the ſenſe, but not the principal part. For through- 
out the foregoing context, the apoſtle has ſhowed that 
«© ve are by nature the children of wrath, without God, 
, f 1 F N „ and 
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te and without hope,” and that Chriſt is (our peace” ag 
reconciling God to us by bearing © the chaſtiſement of 


our peace.” Beſides, this reconciliation is repreſented 


as prior to the preaching of peace, ver 17 which could 
be the only mean of reconciling Jews and Gentiles, Fur- 
ther, this reconciliation between thole parties at variance 
is only the fruit of a mutual reconciliation to God, by a 
removal of his anger. Therefore, when angels proclaimed 
« peace on earth,“ they reprelented it as eſpecially con- 
ſifting in God's good will towards men.” Luke ii. 14. 

It is granted that the view given of reconciliation is 
ſo far juſt *, that it properly belongs to the offending 


party to make peace with the party offended. Thus the 


text mentioned, Matth. v. 23. contains a very good proof 
of the nature of reconciliation. It is not ſaid ; ** Go 
« and reconcile thyſelf to thy brother, as he hath ſome» 
« thing againſt thee;” but, “ Go and be reconciled to 
thy brother,” that is, give him ſatisfaction: Now, this 
mult be given by us either in our own perſons, or in that 
of a ſurety. But though this be the manner in which 
God ſpeaking in the word, moſt ordinarily expreſſes his 
reconciliation to us, yet it is rather a bold aſſertion which 
our author adopts from the Socinian repoſitory, th at it 
is not ſaid “ any where in ſcripture that God is reconci- 
led to us 1 We do not find, indeed, the word in this 
conſtruction in our verſion; but we have another expreſ- 
ſion preciſely of the ſame meaning: I will eſtabliſh my 
„ covenant with thee—that thou mayſt remember, and 
© be confounded, and never open thy mouth any more 
e becauſe of thy ſhame, when I am pacified towards 
«© thee, for all that thou haſt done, ſaith the Lord God,“ 
Ezek. xvi, 62, 63. The word Cophar, rendered pacified 
is the lame which is elſewhere tranſlated reconciled; as in 
Lev. xvi. 30. The blood is brought to reconcile withal. 
Chap. viii. 15, © To make reconciliation upon it.“ The 
{ame word is uſcd with reſpect to Chriſt, Dan. ix. 27. He 
* ſhall make reconciliation for iniquity.” It is tranſlated 
by the Septuagint, by a word + nearly akin to that uſed 
Heb. xi 17. . © To make reconciliation for the fins of 
„ the people-” Now here obſerve, 1. That we have all 
that the Socinians ſcem io want, God faith; “ I am 

pacified 
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pacified toward thee, for all that thou haſt done,” that 
is, notwiſtanding all thy rebellious courſes. 2. That God's 
covenant conſiſts not in any offers of bleſſings to ſinners 
upon faith and repentance, but that it is a covenant 
made with his own Son: For here it is faid to be Ha- 
liſhed or confirmed with finners, even before they are 
brought to true repentance 3. That there is a reconci- 
liation on the part of God, different from that of the fin- 
ner to him; for his being pacificd is mentioned as pre- 
ceding their repentance or converſion. That it is a real 
pacification or reconciliation appears from the threat- 
ning: © I will even do with rhee, as thou haſt done, who 
« haſt deſpiſed the oath, in breaking the covenant.” 


ver. 59. Thus it is addreſſed to backſliding, impenitent 


and peijured ſinners. 4. That their repentance is not the 
meritorious cauſe of peace with God; becauſe God's re- 
conciliation to them is deſcribed, not only as prior to their 
repentance, but as the cauſe of it: That thou mayft 
remember and be aſhamed—when I am pacified,” when 
thou knoweſt me to be reconciled. © This is evident alſo 
from an expreſſion deſcriptive of true converſion in Old 
Teſtament language : * Thou ſhalt know that I am the 
Lord,” which is alſo repreſented as the cauſe of repen- 
tance : © hat thou mayſt remember,” &c. 

Do you aſk, How it is that God can proclaim himſelf 
to be pacified or reconciled to finners, and yet be actually 
diſpleaſed with them as his enemies? God may be conſi- 
dered as taking a twofold view of finners;—as an abſolute 
God, an offended God in the threatenings of his law, in 
which reſpect he is “a conſuming fire;“ or as in Chriſt, 
through whom he declares that“ fury is not in” him. 
For fo great is the intrinſic merit of Chriſt's blood, that 
all who hear the call of the goſpel, however wicked they 
have been, are welcome, at firſt inſtance, to believe God 
to be reconciled to them through this blood, to claim him 
as their father, and as their God in Chriſt, and as“ pa- 
cified towards them for all that they have done.” It is only 
by believing God's reconciliation. through his precious 
blood, that any finner will ever be actually reconciled to 
God, ſo as to lay down the weapons of his rebellion a- 
gainſt him, „ We love him, becauſe he firſt loved 


— =P 
; "nsSe. 


Our 


| ( 03.79 


Our author's doctrine concerning the nature of Chriſt's 
INTERCESS10N, is much the fame with that of the Papiſts 
with reſpect to the mediation: of angels and ſaints. To 
this he aſcribes no more. efficacy than to that of ordinary 
men, if righteous : © That men are capable of receiving 
« good as well as evil, both in reſpect of their bodies and 
te their ſouls, through the means of their fellow-men, and 
t on their account, is a matter of daily experience. 
© That he ſhould ſave men, therefore, by the man Chriſt 
« Teſus, is no way unſuitable to the eſtabliſhed order of his 
« providence v. After explaining the manner in which 
the prayers of the righteous are uſeful, even to ſinners, he 
adds, This matter will now, I truſt, be eaſily under- 
“ ſtood; and by what has been ſaid of cafes more fami- 
& liar, even plain and illiterate minds, if unprejudiſed, 
© may be aſſiſted to form juſt notions of what they have 
© to hope for from God, on account of the righteouſneſs 
4 of his dear and only Son r.“ It ſeems the parallel is ſo 
exact, that they may thereby form ut notions of what 
they have to hope for.“ &c. Though the Doctor can 
perceive no difference of nature between Chriſt's interceſ- 
ſion and that of others, there are indeed many reſpects in 
which they eſſentially differ. —- Chriſt's interceſſion is 
founded on his oblation : © By his own blood he entered 
© in once into the holy place, having obtained eternal re- 
© demption for us, Heb ix. 12. He intercedes becauſe 
he has real merit. The ſaints interoede always under a 
ſenſe of demerit. In this manner ſpeaks Abraham: 
« Behold now, I have taken upon me to ſpeak to the 
*« Lord, who am but duſt and aſhes.“ God never grants 
any bleſſing in anſwer to the prayers of his people, becauſe 
of any worth in them, for they are ſtill “ unprofitable 
ſervants.” Can a man be profitable to God, as he who is 
wiſe may be profitable to himſelf 7” Chriſt intercedes 
in his own name, they only in the name of Chriſt.— He 
is heard merely for his awn worth, they ſolely on account 
of his. — Chriſt's prayers immediately reach the throne; 
theirs muſt all come by him: for he offers up © the pray- 
ers of all ſaints.“ They can never place themſelves im- 
mediately before God; for if he ſhou!d “ mark iniquity, 
who could ſtand ?” All their fear, that is, their worthip, 

proceeds 
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proceeds on there being forgiveneſs or propitiation with 
him: © But there is forgiveneſs with thee, that thou mayſt 
e be feared.” It is vain to inſiſt on the interceſſion of 
Moſes. The moſt that can be made of it is; that he a&- 
ed as à typical Mediator. That very text on which the 
author ſeems to build, wherein God declares that he had 
% ſought a man to ſtand in the gap,” Ezek. xxii. 30. 
ſhows, that although Ezekiel and many other perſons yet 
remained in Jeruſalem, who were in an imperfect ſenſe 
righteous, yet there was none who could ſtand before the 
holy God, —becauſe none had perfect righteouſneſs z for 
he adds, I found none —— The interceſſion of Jeſus 
is always prevalent. Therefore he faith, © I know that 
thou heareſt me always.” God “ gives him his heart's 
« defire, and withholds not the requeſt of his lips. He 
prevents him with the bleſſings of goodneſs,” Pſal. xxi. 
2, 3. The interceſſion of holy men often fails, as that of 
Abraham in behalf of Sodom, that of Jeremiah for Jeru- 
ſalem, &c. Chriſt prays in a very different manner from 
that in which the ſaints pray. They aſk as ſupplicants, 
but he as a ſovereign : “ Father, I wiLL.” 

Now, you fee that he makes Chriſt's interceſſion mere- 
ly of the ſame kind with that of ordinary men, “ altho” 
the effects of ſuch fingular excellencies are proportion- 
« ally greater and more extenſive “: And elſewhere, he 
refers all his merit to his interceſſion, to the excluſion of 
his obedience and ſufferings +. But he is not ſatisfied with 
bringing his interceſſion down to a level with that of mere 
men, If poſlible, it muſt be a little lower; as he knows 
there is more danger, in a Proteſtant country, of truſting 
to this, than to that of others. Therefore, he aſcribes 
more influence to the goodneſs of ordinary men, than to 
the merit of Chriſt ; © God—makes the imperfe& virtue 
«« which is to be found among men, a ſource of bleſſed. 
é neſs, pot to its immediate owners only, but to others 
* alſo who are eſtranged from it. For its fake he bears 
long with the wickedneſs of the ungodly, and extends 
© favour to them which they have no reaſon to expect. 
« Fe is pleaſed to accept of it 
© of benefits beſtowed on the undeſerving f.—— No ſa- 
* crilice prevails with him like the obedience of his inno- 

*cent 
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cent creatures ;* and to them the wicked - are indebted 

« for their converſion and ſalvation, if ever they be 

% happy enough to attain it #.” Here we are environed 

with blaſphemy, We muſt either conclude, that he con- 

ſiders the Son of God as a mere creature, or that he pre- 

fers the obedience of a mere creature to that of Him, who 

1s the Creator. He declares that God hath ſo much re- 

ſpect to the prayers of his ſervants, that he betows © on 

* their account, in many caſes, important benefits on 

* thoſe. who are yet in a ſtate of enmity with him f.“ 

What are ſome of theſe benefits? Why, “ by it ſinners 

are often in fact converted, even great ſinners; and 

* from being objects of wrath become objects of mercy 4. 
But let us ſec if he will grant as much efficacy to Chriſt's 

interceſſion. Speaking of impenitent ſinners, he ſays: 
While they continue ſuch, noth ng can be done for 
* them 6.“ And again: „The holineſs and righteouſ- 
« neſs of Chriſt can procure ſubſtantial good to none, but 
« ſuch as are diſpoſed to improve the grace conferred on 
« them through him ;—otherwife none of thoſe, who are 
« favoured with the goſpel, can be in the leaft benefited 
© by him .“ b 

Here he makes the righteouſneſs of good perſons pro- 
cure benefits for the wicked; that is, for wicked perſons 
as ſuch, for thoſe continuing effranged, ungodly, &c. But 
with him the righteouſneſs of Chriſt is not of the ea 
ſervice to the wicked, © continuing ſuch.” They will 
never be one whit the better of it, unleſs they ſhow, that 
they have no occaſion for it at all, by doing all the work 
themſelves, © Important benefits,” flow from the inter- 
ceſſion of ordinary ſaints, even for “ thoſe who are in a 
ſtate of enmity with him ;” but no ſubſtantial good from 
that of - Chriſt towards thoſe who are impenitent, or not 
„ diſpoſed io improve it,“ or, in other words, who are 
yet in a ſtate of enmity.” Here the prayers of ſinful crea- 
tures are preferred to thoſe of the ſpotleſs Lamb of God. 
In one place he fays, „80 much does he value it, 


„(the virtue of the righteous) that for its ſake he bears 
« long with the wickedneſs of the ungodly, and extends 
« favour,” &c. In another: Our Lord's interceſſion 
M « may 
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4e may avail to procure a reſpite for ſinners, and further 
«© means of repentance Such benefits may be granted 
eto them, partly out of reſpect tothe worthineſs and ex- 
& cellency of his character *.” Obſerve, that the ſubject 
of their interceſſion is the ſame, —a reſpite for ſinners. 
But the efficacy is very different. With reſpect to the 


' ſucceſs of ordinary righteous men there is a certainty ; he 


actually bears long,” he actually extends. As to that 
of Chriſt there is only 2 poſſibility; „benefits may be 
granted, his interceſſion may avail.” To the righteous 
the wicked are indebted under God for their conver- 
fion—if ever they attain it.” But our Lord's interceſſion 
only “ procures a reſpite= till all proper methods,” ſuch 
as the prayers of good men, © be tried for their conver» 
fion.” On the fide of Chriſt, it is only partly ; but on the 
other there is no limitation. —Still the old cry, my 
brethren, ** Not this man, but Barabbas.” | 
But the author is ſo full of ſelf-contradiftion, that he 
cannot keep even here. For you have ſeen, that he often 
quarrels with his own doctrine. In theſe paſſages he tells 
us, that Chriſt can procure ſubſlantial good to none but 
thoſe who are diſpoſed to improve the grace conferred,” 


and that © nothing can be done for impenitent ſinners, 


while they continue ſuch.” Yet in the very ſame page, 
he confeſſes, that he prayed for his enemies while nail» 
ing him to the croſs,” and that his prayers had without 
doubt the defired effect with rains to many of them, 
who afterwards repented.” But the queſtion is not, what 
they did afterwards ? Were they ther: ** diſpoſed to improve 
the grace,” I ſay not, conferred, but offered to them ? 
Were they not then impenitent? And if his prayer had 
* the deſired effect,“ was not this procuring ſubſtantial 
good?“ Nay, he tells us in another place, where he ſeems 
diſpoſed to be more liberal of merit to his nominal Maſter, 
« We may juſtly conſider him as, in this inſtance, plead - 
« ing the cauſe of all ſinners, in every age of the world, 
« whether they be ſuch as reject the faith of the goſpel, 
« or ſuch as, profcfling to believe, do not yield obedience 
« toit +.” Was this“ doing nothing for the impenitent.“ 
Yes, according to our author himſelf in that place, it was 

| | doing 
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doing all that he could as Mediator; for, ſays he, he 
executed on the croſs the prieſtly office of making inter- 
ceſſion.“ But indeed, it was doing nothing” at all, in 
ſtrict language; for, — to him, —— may 
do as much, in a meritorious ſenſe, as the Redeemer did. 
He would fain make the prayers and repentance of ſin- 
ners meritorious, before they can derive any benefit from 
Chriſt. Therefore, he ſays, Our Lord's interceſſion 
may avail to procure a reſpite for ſinners, —and the 
pardon of their fins upon repentance v.“ But it is a hard 
talk; for, as he cannot deny, he © made interceſſion for 
the tranſgreſſors.“ Indeed, when he mentions this text, 
rather than — that the interceſſion of Chriſt is truly 
efficacious for the converſion of the elect, he impiouſly 
extends it to the veſſels of wrath,” to © all ſinners ;” 
even thoſe who continue to “ reject the faith of the 
goſpel ;” that it might ſeem from the event, to be equally 
ineffectual as to all. But is he not exalted for this ver 

purpoſe, to give repentance unto Iſrael, and the remiſ- 
fion of ſins ?“ Nay, does he not actually pray for his own 
who are yet in a ſtate of unbelief? This our author con» 
feſſes in the paſſage already viewed; but he materially de- 
nies it in another. He prays for them, indeed, as thoſe 
who ſhall believe, John xvii. 20, 21. but he at the ſame 
time prays for faith to them. What is the meaning of 
theſe words otherwiſe: ** That they alſo may be one in 
us?” Does not this ſignify a moſt intimate union to God 
in Chriſt by faith? He mentions them under the charac» 
t er of thoſe who ſhall believe on me through their words,” 
not as ſignifying that they could believe of themſelves, or 
that the grace of faith is eſſentially different from this u- 
nion, for it is the great bond of it on their part, and 
« Chriſt dwells in our hearts by faith,” but to diſtinguiſh 
them, not only from thoſe who already believed, but 
from thoſe who ſhould never believe, as not being his 
ſheep, as not givento him bythe Father. Theſe words, then, 
only denote the extent of Chriſt's interceſſion, as reach- 
ing not only to actual believers, but to all © the veſſels of 
mercy,” and the limits of it, as reaching to ſuch alone 
and thus merely contain a diſtinctive character; uſed in 


the 
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| the ſame ſenſe with thoſe formerly uſed in this memora- 
ble prayer, ſuch as the following: As many as thou haſt 
« given him. — The men which thou gaveſt me out of the 
c world, thine, mine.” It is not a mere brotherly union 
that he here prays for ; but a myſtical union to God in 
the Mediator, —that they may be one in us. 
That this high honour may be our attainment, how- 
ever much deſpiſed by the carnal mind, as, in its proper 
meaning, fooliſhneſs, is the ardent deſire of, 


My BRE THREN, 
Tours in ſincerity, 
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To the Lay- Members of the Church of Scortand, 
and eſpecially to thoſe of the Cor LEGSIATE 
C nuch of Arx. 


Mr Bag rugxx, 


N my laſt, I followed the Doctor through his labyrinth 
of error with reſpect to ſeveral very important doc- 
trines, the Perſon and Operations of the Holy Spirit, the 
Neceſſity of an Atonement, the Subſtitution of Chriſt as 
our Surety, the Reality of that Atonement made by him, 
Reconciliation, and the Interceflion of our glorious Ad- 
vocate. I only mean further to illuſtrate and examine 
his doctrine in regard to the Merit of good Works, and 
the Deity of Chriſt. 

After what has been already adduced, it may ſeem al- 
moſt ſuperfluous to add any thing to prove, that our 
author is a warm friend to the doctrine of the Meri of 
good works, and that he ſubſtitutes this in the room of 
the finiſhed work of the Redeemer. 

We have already ſcen that he declares, that ** the ho- 
« lineſs and righteouſnels of Chriſt can procure ſubſtan- 
& tial good to none, but thoſe who are di/pofed to improve 
© the grace conferred on them through him.” Compare 
this with the language of inſpiration. 4 God commendeth 
« his love to us, in that while we were finners Chriſt died 
« for us,” —for the ungodly, —for enemies, —for thoſe who 
« were without firength.” ay: 6. &c. * Herein is love, 


4 not that we loved God, but that he loved us, and ſent 
6 his Son to be the propitiation for our ſins.“ 1 John iv.1ro, 

P. 288. 1 5. &c.—Though he grants that the worthi- 
neſs of the righteous © is no equivalent for the rewards 
which God hath prepared,” yet he defends it as real me» 
rit: © There muſt be worth or merit in all that thall be 


«6 finally 
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« finally admitted to the happineſs of heaven.“ The 
1 loweſt degree of virtue may be ſaid to have merit in it, 
« compared with vice ®.” This he directly oppoſes to 
the merit of Chriſt. It only ceaſes to be merit in the per- 
ſon of a ſurety: * No man can merit rewards for others.” 
Here he adduces ſeveral texts to ſupport his doctrine. 
Luke xx.35.—Accounted worthy to obtain that world. Chap. 
xxi. 36.— Accounted worthy to e/cape all theſe things. Rev. iii, 
4. They ſhall walk with me in white, for they are worthy, 
No ſound divine denies the worthineſs of the ſaints. 
But there is a great difference between the worthineſs of 
the perſon and that of his works. There may be a real 
worthineſs attributed to the perſon, without aſcribing 
this to his works, as the cauſe of it. There may be wor- 
thineſs in reſpect of fitneſs or evidence, where there is 
none in the ſenſe of merit. The ſaints are accounted wor- 
thy. They are legally reckoned fo at the bar of God. 
But this does not ſay, that it is on the foot of their own 
performances. Such paſſages muſt be explained accord- 
ing to the analogy of faith. They derive all their wor- 
thineſs from that of the Lamb. To give but one evidence 
of this, let us examine the ſenſe of Rev. iii. 4. Who are 
thoſe that are worthy? The next verſe tells us. They 
are ſuch as overcome. But how do they overcome ? It is 
* through the blood of the Lamb.” In this refpe&t God 
« ſees no iniquity in Jacob,” which is more than the 
Doctor aſcribes to the merit of his works: For no or- 
dinary man's virtue can come up to the purity and recti- 
tude of the divine law +.” 

P. 35 3. I. 22. Chriſtians are * ſanctiſied by the Spirit 
that they may be made obedient to his command, and 


© ſo have their guilt waſhed away, according to the terms 


« of that new covenant,” &c. Vhat are theſe terms? 
Repentance and converſion. Remiſſion of fins is in ſcrip- 
ture, indeed, aſcribed to the blood of Chriſt. But the 
author eaſily removes the force of this. If theſe 
effects belong to the covenant itſelf, they may with 
« great truth and propriety be aſcribed to that by 
ic which the covenant was rendered valid. . — 
Theſe flow from the blood of Chriſt, only be- 
cauſe this confirmed the new covenant, promiſing ſal- 
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vation upon repentance and obedience J. The cove- 
« nant of grace is made valid, according to his ſovereign 
« appointment” (that is, the appointment of God the 
author of it) juſt as any ſign confirms a deed, not from 
any virtue in the ſign, but from its being uſed with this 
ſpecial deſign,” Nay, he goes the length of deſcribing the 
efficacy of the blood of Chriſt in relation to the covenant, 
by- making * analogous to it “. In a word, this 
blood goes as far to confirm the threatnings of the law 
as the promiſes of the goſpel; For the goſpel-covenant 
deviſed by this gentleman includes legal terrors, as well 
as evangelical comforts . — But while he confiders the 
death of Chriſt as tending to confirm faith in the way of 
evidence, he aſcribes no merit to it as preparing a new 
nature to thoſe who are dead in treſpaſſes and fins: ** Our 
« deliverance or purgation from the guilt of fin, flows 
tin reality from the covenant, which promiſes and aſ- 
© ſures us of pardon upon repentance; and yet we often 
& find it aſcribed to the blood that was ſhed to ratify the 
& covenant f.“ What is this covenant according to him? 
A covenant made “with finful men:“ a covenant, the 
condition of which is repentance. Thus with him, “de- 
« liverance from the guilt of ſin flows in reality” from 
our own repentance, though in ſcripture aſcribed to the 
blood of Chriſt, Here the author muſt either be viewed 
as aſking leave to differ from the word of God, or as 
repreſenting it as a book tending to impoſe upon the 
weak and illiterate, and often attributing the moſt im- 
portant concerns of man to one cauſe, which in reality 
belong to another entirely different, frequently directly 
oppolite, To prove the faregoing doctrine, he introduces 
a text apparently very much againſt him: “ The blood 
of Jeſus. Chriſt his Son  cleanſeth us from all fin 5.“ 
This he underſtands as fignifying that our fins are par- 
doned by a covenant ** confirming remiſſion to all the 
penitent and obedient.” But if the blood of Chriſt clean» 
ſes from all ſin, ſurely it muſt cleanſe from 1mpenitence 
and diſobedience, by removing the guilt of theſe fins, 
and bringing ſome who are under their power to godly 
repentance and new obedience, Either theſe muſt not 

| be. 
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be reckdned fins, or they are included in the all in men · 
tioned in the text. We do not mean that it cleanſes from 
theſe, if final; for then “ there is no more ſacrifice for 
fin:” but that it cleanſes and delivers from that impeni» 
tence and diſobedience that are chargeable: againſt all the 
elect of God in their natural ſtate One would think that 
this were the apoſtle's doctrine: We ourſelves alſo were 
* ſometime di/obedient, ſerving divers luſts and pleaſures, 
« living in malice and envy, hatcful and hating one ano- 
“ther, Tit. iii 3, &c. Neither repentance nor obedi- 
ence here.——** But after that the kindneſs and love of 
« God our Saviour appeared, not by works of righteouſ- 
« neſs which we have done, but according to his own 
% mercy he ſaved us, by the waſhing of regeneration, and 
% renewing of the Holy Ghoſt, which he ſhed on us a- 
4 bundantly, through Jeſus Chriſt our Saviour.” But 
the writer confirms his view of the words of John by thoſe 
that follow: „If we confeſs our fins, he is faithful and 
& juſt to forgive us our ſins,” ver. 9. How is God 
« faithful and juſt?” Not in confirming any covenant 


made with fallen creatures, © ſinful men ;” but that which 


he hath made with his own Son. Once have | ſworn 
« by my holineſs, that I will not lie unto David His 
« ſeed will I eſtabliſh for ever.” He is juſt—not in giving 
pardon as procured by our repentance, but as being the 
« juſtifier of him who believeth in Jeſus” Theſe words, 
indeed, do not reſpect men in general, but thoſe who al- 
ready believe; as is evident from the whole context. The 
apoſtle wrote theſe things, that their joy might be full,” 
ver 4. 

P, 457. 1. 6.“ That we may not found any hopes on 
% the merit of atonement of a Saviour, excluſive of our 
% own perſonal obedience, the apoſtle warns us, in the 
„ moſt explicit terms, that if we fin willfully after wwe 
% have recerved the knowledge of the truth, there remaineth 
no more ſacrifice for ſin He does not fimply mean, that 
we may not found any hopes on Chriſt's atonement, as 


continuing to neglect holineſs ; but that our own obedi- 


ence is to be in part the foundation of our hopes, as being 
at leaſt partly meritorious. According to this, which is 
the only juſt view of the words, | cannot ſee for what 
reaſon he brings in this text to ſupport the preceding ſen- 
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timent z unleſs he mean, that the only way in which a man 

can fin wilfully, or that the moſt wilful fin that a man ean 

be chargeable with, is to renounce the merit of —his own 

obedience. Our author, it would ſeem, can perceive no 
ſecurity againſt wi fir, unleſs a man aſcribe merit 

to his own works; that is, unleſs he wilfully retuſe to 

i ſubmit himſelf to the righteouſneſs of God.” 

P. 499. l. 4. Obedience is more acceptable to God, 
t than if you ſhould offer him the cattle upon a thouſand 
&« hills; nay, more precious than the blood of Chriſt him - 
i ſelf, ſince it was not his blood, ſimply conſidered, that 
« redeemed us, but his blood as expreſſive of unſpotted 
« innocence and perfect obedience.” Here the author, 
drawing near the cloſe of his work, throws off the maſk. 
He docs not mean, that the obedience of Chriſt js prefe- 
rable to his blood, though this be his doctrine alſo, but 
that the obedience of any man is ſo. For the words will 
bear no other meaning Lhe ſame ſcntiment is expreſſed 
elſewhere : ©* No factifice avails with him /ike the obedi- 
« ence of his reaſonable creatures v That is, the ſacri- 
fice of the creature's obedience is more powerful than the 
obedience and ſacrifice of the Creator. Hath a nation 
© changed their gods, which are yet no gods? But my 
« people have changed their glory for that which doth 
t not profit. Be aſtoniſhed. O ye heavens, at this, and 
« be ye horribly afraid; be very deſolate, faith the Lord. 
« For my people have committed two evils: they have 
«« forſaken me the fountain of living waters, and hewed 
* them out ciſterns, broken ciſterns, that can hold 
« no water,” Jer. ii. 11,—14. | 

P. 285.1. 3. He ſpeaks of ſome © who make it a point 
of religion to diſparage moral righteouſneſs,” This is a 
calumny which he often through his Eflay throws out a- 
gainſt the friends of imputed righteouſneſs, in an oblique 
manner; for he has not ſo much of the boldneſs of inte- 
grity as to attack them openly. We may anſwer it once 
for all in few words. We are as fully fatisfied as our au- 
thor, that the man who claims an intereſt in the blood of 
the Redeemer, without ſtudying univerſal holinets, is an 
enemy of the croſs of Chriſt. But this is an objection to 
the doctrine of grace which has been anſwered a thouſand 

times. 
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times. Tt was often made to Paul: And how does he re- 
ply ? “Shall we continue in fin that grace may abound ? 
* God forbid. How ſhall we that are dead unto fin, live 
« any longer therein?” Rom vi 1, 2. We have only to 
obſerve, that the author does a great deal more than any 
friend of imputed righteouſneſs to diſparage holineſs, be- 
cauſe he deſtroys its foundation. There is no way ſa ef- 
fectual for making men * continue in ſin,” as to deny 
that“ death to fin,” of which the apoſtle ſpeaks. To 
overthrow this doQtrine the author does all in his power, 
by leading ſinners away from the death of Chriſt. Now, if 
we be not © planted together in the likeneſs of his death,” 
we cannot ** be planted in the likeneſs of his reſurrection,” 
or “walk in newneſs of life,” Rom. vi. 4, 5. If we be 
not ** crucified with Chriſt,” we cannot live unto God.” 
He ſpeaks, indeed, as if thoſe who believe the atone- 
ment * repreſented the beſt things that we can do, as e- 
qually odious and contemptible in the ſight of God with 
the worſt*” If the Doctor here means the moral righ- 
tcouſneſs of an unregenerate ſinner, of one who has ne- 
ver embraced the blood of Chriſt for pardon, nor been 
ſanctified by his Spirit, nor depended on new-covenant 
ſtrength ; of one who is ſtill under the curſe of the law 
and power of fin, legally and ſpiritually dead; we acknow- 
ledge, without a bluſh, that his works are dead works,” 
that a'l his ſervices are © an abomination to the Lord,” 
that his-“ works are works of iniquity :”” for though they 
may be materially good, they cannot be formally ſo. 
«© Firſt make the tree good, and then the fruit will be 
*«« good —A corrupt tree cannot bring forth good fruit.“ 
If he mean the righteouſneſs of true believers, as apprars 
from his ſpeaking of “the righteouſneſs of all men with- 
out exception , we may ſafely aver, that no friend of 
the doctrine of grace ever aſſerted this. For the righte- 
ouſneſs of his people, ſo far from being odious to him, is 
well- pleaſing, being perfected by the merit of Chriſt. But 
however pleaſing, it is altogether deſtitute of merit. Nay, 
conſidered abſtractly, becauſe of its many imperfections, 
it is unacceptable with a God of infinite purity. “ All 
« our righteouſneſſes are as filthy rags,” If. Ixiv. 6. But 
indeed, it never meets the eye of jultice alone; _— 
f 
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if preſented in faith, it is ſtill viewed as done by thoſe 
who are united to him who“ hath magnified the law.“ 
The author, foreſeeing that the words of the prophet, all 
our righteouſnefſes, &c. might be mentioned in reply, has 
determined, if poſſible, to obviate the objection by antici- 
tion. | 
'We may number this among the ARGUMENTS in 
behalf of imputed righteouſneſs, in oppoſition to the merit 
of good works, which he endeavodrs to invalidate. ** In- 
« deed, (ſays he) we find men in ſcripture conteffing, that 
« all their righteouſneſſes are as filthy rags ; and a very pro» 
« per confeſſion it is for ſinners, of which number all men 
t“ jn one ſenſe are “.“ I muſt beg leave to apprehend, 
that this is a very proper confeflion for the mouth of 
faints; elſe thoſe under the Old Leſtament knew a great 
deal leſs of their worth under the miniſtry of Iſaiah, than 
they would have done under ſo ſmooth a prophet as our 
Doctor, and were a great deal more humble than was ne- 
neſſary. What? (do you ſiy) was this really the lan- 
« guage of ſaints ?” Yes, vf ſuch ſaints as the Old Teſta. 
ment afforded; though the author ſeems inclined elſe- 
where to make them very poor ones They were the 
people of God's holineſs,” Ifa, Ixiii. 18. they were ſuch 
as claimed God as their Father; „Thou art our our Fa- 
« ther,” (ver. 8) his people, (ver. 9) ſuch as earneſtly 
intreated his preſence, (ver. 1.) as celebrated his former 
deliverances, ver. 3. God, indeed, hid his face from 
them for a time; but our author, ſurely, cannot very con- 
fiſtently ſuſtain this as any evidence of their being the 
objects of his wrath. But in fact he grants all that is de- 
fired, by acknowledging what he found impoſlible to deny, 


that all men in one ſenſe are” ſinners. This confeſſion 


robs him of his wiſhed - for inference, however unfairly 
ſtated. It leaves the argument in its full force For it is 
only in one ſenſe that we conſider theſe words as applica- 
ble to all men, that is, viewed as in themſelves, in which 
« one ſenſe” they are ſinners. For the children of God, 
viewed as in their Head, are without ſpot, — clear as the 

ſun;” There is no perverſeneſs in lirael ” 
P. 284 1. 2. Merit, in the high ſenſe of the word, 
*« ſeems to take away, or derogate from the grace of 
« God; 
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« God; as if the reward were not reckoned of grace, but of 
« debt“, and there were room for boaſting before God.“ 
Our author makes the fame uſe of the words of ſcripture 
that Satan made when tempting our Lord. He brings 
them in without the leaſt regard to their connexion, and 
often in direct oppolition to their evident meaning. Paul 
is here proving, that the reward of Abraham was entire- 
ly of or ice, becauſe it was not given to his works, but to 
his faith as embracing the righteouſneſs of the promiſed 
ſeed From this ſenſe he turns away theſe words, and 
makes them an argument againſt real merit in the work 
of Chriſt; as if this were to deprive grace of its glory. 
But it muſt be obſerved, that the ſame thing may be ſaid 
in one ſenſe to be altogether the fruit of grace, and in 
another to be a debt. All the bleſſings which are con- 
ferred on Chriſt as the Mediator, as the head of his peo- 
ple, are to him a juſt debt; becauſe he © gave his foul 
an offering for fin.” Yet the ſame bleflings are given by 
God to ſinners, as entirely the fruit of his grace, with re- 
ſpect to them: becauſe grace was the only moving cauſe 
with God in the © unſpeakable gift” of Chriſt; and be- 
cauſe ſinful men can merit nothing at his hand But this 
only proves, that however much our author detracts from 
the freedom of divine grace in falvation, when the merit 
of man. is interpoſed, he is abundantly willing to aſcribe to 
it as much as poflible, that he may rob the Sen of God of 
merit “ in the high,” that is, in the proper “ ſenſe of 


the word.“ He is very liberal to grace alfo, when he 


wiſhes to deſtroy the covenant of works; for, as we have 
formerly ſeen, he declares, that it never was the in- 
« tention of Almighty God to ſave men by what is called 
« a covenant of works, without grace .“ This ſelf- con- 
tradiftory zeal for grace cannot but remind one of the 
conduct of him who ſpmetimes * transforms himſelf into 
an angel of Tight-” Though the greateſt enemy of faith 
that ever appeared in the univerſe, yet he pretended a 
vaſt zeal for this grace, when he inſidioufly exhorted the 
Son of God to the exerciſe of it without a proper call; 
nay, in the way of tempting the providence of God, ſay- 
ing, © Caſt thyſelf down, for it is written, He ſhall give 
* bis angels charge concerning thes.“ 
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P. 284. 1. 18. As it is commanded, that we aſk every 
thing in the name of Chriſt, he tries to avert the force of 
this in a very odd manner. Though it ſignify that we 
% hope to be heard for his ſake, and on account of his 
« merits, yet (it) is not to be confined to this alone, but 
« implies much more; to wit, that we aſk as his diſciples, 
« according to his direction, and to the terms of his go- 
« ſpel, and truſting to be aided by his power; in ſhort, 
te that we aſk with all the requiſite qualifications of ac- 
« ceptable prayer.” My reaſon is ſo very weak, that I 
ſhould think this would rather be aſking in our own name. 

P. 286 l. 3. To go about to eſtabliſh our own righ- 
« teouſneſs, in oppoſition to that which is taught and 
0 r by God, is error and folly.” We can ſcarce- 
ly uppoſe a rational creature capable of greater fo/ly than 

o groſs a perverſion of a text ſo expreſsly againit his doc- 
trine, and fo filly an explanation of it. Is there any man 
that believes the Bible, who can be ſuppoſed to ** go a- 
bout to eſtabliſh a righteouſneſs of his own,” under the 
perſuaſion of its being oppoſed to that which is taught 
and preſcribed by God | am firmly perſuaded that the 
author is chargeable with“ error and folly,” in the way 
which he takes to eſtabliſh his rigtteouſneſs. But ſhall I 
therefore conclude, that he really prefers his own to that 
_ in his judgement, is enjoined by the authority of 

d 

P. 287.1. 7. He tries to free himſelf from the charge of 
maintaining the Popiſh doctrine of the merit of good 
works, by denying works of ſupererogation, or that a 
man can merit more than is neceflary for himſelf. And 
becauſe he does not hold this, he concludes, that how 
much fſocver he allows a man to merit for himſelf, the 
doctrine is not imputable to him. But he ought to be 
better acquainted with the Popiſh doctrine, before he ſo 
explicitely diſavow his connexion with Rome; as it is ve- 
ry unnatural for one to diſclaim his own kindred. For 
there are ſome Papiſts, and eſpecially the followers of 
Scotus, who while they maintain the doctrine of merits go 
no further, at leaſt, than our author. For they teach, that 
«« good works proceeding from grace are not meritorious 
in reſpect of the work, but only in reſpect of the pro- 
« miſe or,pattion of God, and their ä to 

% him.” 
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« him *,” Now, I ſcarcely think that our Proteſtant 
Doctor is more modeſt than theſe gentlemen. For, ſays 
he, © Righteouſneſs, we ſee, is acceptable and precious 
« in his eyes, and avails with him to the procuring of 
« favours and benefits, always to thoſe who are poſſeſſed 
of it, and /ometrmes to others beſide F — He is pleaſed 
* to accept of it at their hands, both on their own behalf, 
* andin ſome ſort too, as the price of benefits beſtowed on 
te the undeſerving i. Another cauſe of them (benefits), 

through his gracious and wiſe appointment,” that is, 
ratione path et acceptationis divine, may be the good be - 
* haviour of other perſons ſome way allied to theſe of- 
« fenders{.” As he does not reſtrict this alliance in any 
particular, it may either be by conſanguinity, vicinity, 
church-memberſhip, or even by a pecuniary purchaſe of 
their intereſt, as when maſſes, prayers, and remnants of 
the merit of dead ſaints, are bought for the benefit of ſouls 
in purgatory. Again, he ſays, that the benefits aceru- 
« ing to ſinners from the righteous are both temporal and 
« eternal . Sinfub men have often received very valu- 
able benefits——not only through the inſtrumentality, 
* but on account of the virtue of others J.“ That is, 
the righteous are not mere #n//ruments, but abſolute caſes 
of good to others. Thus he cannot eaſily exculpate him- 
ſelf from the charge of holding the doctrine of ſuperero- 
gation; for he goes further than the Papiſts themſelves 
on this head. Our works (ſay they) derive not their 
efficacy, energy, or dignity from ourſelves, but from 
„ Chriſt, by whoſe blood we are ſprinkled “.“ No Pa- 
piſt ever went ſo far as to ſay, that the obedience of 
man is better than the blood of Chriſt 44.” 

But we need not go about to ſeek a proof that this 
doctrine is maintained by the author; for he has himſelf 
aſſured us that * the piety, ſubmiſſion, &c. of Chriſt, a- 
% vail with God, as does the piety of good men in gene- 
% ral $].” If, therefore, © the piety, &c. of Chriſt only 


avail” 
* Ratione parti et aceptationis divina. 
+ P. 285. I. 6, P. 369. foot, $ P. 258. 1. 20. 
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avail” in the ſame manner with that of “ good men in 
general,” © the piety, &c. of good men in general', muſt 
& avail with God,“ in the ſame manner with that of 
Chriſt, Now, in ſome ſenſe, and in words at leaſt, he 
aſcribes merit to Chriſt : Therefore merit muſt belon 
to good men in general.” After all that has been ſaid. 
ſome candid perſon, who would not wiſh to have the 
Doctor conſidered as tinctured with Popiſh doctrine, may 
be apt to reply, that it is impoſſible to prove this charge 
exhibited againſt him, becauſe Papiſts aſcribe real merit, 
though of an inferior kind, to ſaints; whereas he cannot 
be ſaid to aſcribe any ſuch merit to them, becauſe he 
makes their merit of the ſame kind with- that of Chriſt, 
and he makes his nothing at all: Ergo, the Popiſh doc- 
trine is not imputable to him. If any perſon be convinced 
of this, I ſhall not loſe time in attempting to undeceive 
him, as it might coſt more labour than many are aware 
of. | 

We now come in the /aft place, to take a view of our 
author's doctrine concerning the DEIT V of Chriſt. 

P. 234. 1. 13, The death of Chriſt derived all its me- 
© rit and efficacy from its being ſubſervient to the plan 
ec of divine wiſdom and goodneſs for promoting the true 
% happineſs of man.” It is true, indeed, that had not 
the death of Chriſt been agreeable to the will of God, it 
could have had no merit: but to affert that it derives all 
its merit from this, is, in the plaineſt terms, to deny his 
divinity. Its conſonancy to the will of God was the ne- 
ceſſary prerequiſite of merit; but the proper and formal 
foundation of merit in the death of Chriſt was the power 
of his divine nature. — In p. 247. where he explains this 
ſtrange poſition, (1. 3.) he ſays : © Jeſus aſſumed no ho- 
nourto himſelf but in confequenc: of the divine vocation,” 
This is to deny that he claimed any honour to himſelf, 
diſtinct from that belonging to him as Mediator; whereas 
he claims a much higher honour in conſequence of his 
own eſſential dignity, than in conſequence of his vocation. 
For while he declares with relation to his miſſion : ** The 
Father is greater than I;” in regard to his divine nature 
he ſays, I and the Father are one.” 

P. 28 5. I. 17. In fact, righteouſneſs, including every 
«© branch of duty, differs in our bleſſed Lord, and in 
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e ordinary men, only in the degree of it.“ Here, as 
in many other places, ordinary men, and not mere men, 
are contraſted with Chriſt, as if he had been a mere man, 
though extraordinary. The expreſſion, indeed, is not 
only ſuſpicious, but contains a virtual denial of this fun- 
damental article of our faith. Here finite and infinite 
are put on a level, as not differing in nature, bur only in 
degree. From this we may juſtly infer, that the author 
does not reckon the right.outneſs of Chriſt tb be that of 
one truly God equal with the Father, to be the righteouſ- 
neſs of an infinite perſon, and of infinite value. We 
might as juſtly ſay that the Creator and creature differ 
only in degree, that there is a proportion between finite 
and infinite. For he actually ſuppoſes that there is a 
proportion between our righteouineſs and that of the 
Redeemer. þ 

P. 287 l. 19. © The obedience of Jeſus Chriſt did not 
© exceed the purity of the law.” Did he not magnify 
the law, and make it honourable ?” But unleſs there had 
been an exceſs of merit in his obedience,- he could never 
have“ magnified the law.” And whence did this exceſs 
ariſe, but from the infinite dignity of his perſon, the glo- 
rious Lawgiver condeſcending to fulfil his own law? It 
could only have been ſaid that“ his obedience did not 
excecd the purity of the law, had he been a mere man 
giving ſpotleſs obedience. 


P. 288. l. 19. © No man can merit rewards for others. 


Whatever benefit accrues to them for his ſake, it is a 
reward to him, and not to them. The merit of our 
« Lord Jeſus Chriſt, compared with the beſt of men, 
was unſpeakably great and tranſcendent, yet it did not 
equal, even in this cafe, the munificence of God in 
« rewarding it.“ Here, 1. The merit of Chriſt is evi- 
dently, from the connexion, ſpoken of as the merit of a 
man. 2. It is in fact denied that he could merit any thing 
for others: for * whatever benefit acerues it is a reward 
to him not to them.” 3. That all that Chriſt merited, he 
merited for himſelf. Therefore, he merited, or rather 
obeyed, as one perſonally bound to the law, in which 
caſe there could be no merit; not as a ſurety or repre- 
ſentative, but as a mere man accountable for no other. 
| | Thus, 
**P, 276. 4. 5, ; 
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Thus, Chriſt merited a reward for himſelf, and fingers 
following his example muſt really merit. for themſelves. 
4. „The merit of Chriſt did not equal, even in his caſe, 
«© the munificence of God in rewarding it;“ that is, in 
plain language, though ſhocking to Chriſtian cars, God 
rewarded him above his merit, or more than he deſerved. 
But if God rewarded Chriſt more than he deſerved, then 
Chriſt did not deſerve all that was poſſible, or his merit 
was not of an infinite nature; and if his merit be not of 
an infinite. nature, it muſt inevitably follow, that he is 
not God equal with the Father. Even the holy apoſtle, 
who “ counted all things but loſs for the excellency of 
the knowledge of Chriſt,” is brought in as a partner in 


this blaſphemy, as repreſcnting his reward not as 2 


« compenſation of ſtrict juſtice, but as a gift of God's 
grace, an effect of his immenſe bounty and liberality,” 
becauſe he ſays, that God gave (or granted) him a name 
above every name, Phil. ii. 9. It would ſeem, that the 
ſtrongeſt proof which our author could find to ſupport 
the preceding doctrine, is that Paul here uſes a word * 
which generally ſignifies a gift of grace: Whereas, it is 
not invariably uſed in this fenſe in ſcripture, but fome- 
times ſignifies a yrilding, granting, or conceding without 
any proper reſpect either to merit or demerit; as in Acts 
iii. 14. Ye denied *the holy One —and deſired a mur- 
% derer to be granted unto you.“ Acts xv. 16. „It is 
© not the mahner of the Romans to deliver any man to 
« die.” By profane writers it is uſed in the fenfe of 
gratifying, or doing what is agreeable to one . Many 
evangelical writers have confidered this word as denoting 
that Chriſt did not properly merit any thing for himſelt; 
but in a very different ſenſe from our author. They con- 
fine the whole of Chrift's merit to the reſpect it had to 
his people. He takes it away in every juſt ſenſe of the 
word ft. | | 

P. 289. I. 18. © God does not permit the holieſt me 
te to have acceſs umo him, but through the intervention 
of one ſtill holier, and without any taint of fin : One, 
« by bis unblemiſhed holineſs, peculiarly endearcd to 

O « him, 

® xapilouant. | 

+ Vid. Scap. lex. in verb. 

. Vid. Calv. in loc. Glaſſii phil. ſac, Gram. p. 631. 
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"6 * and ſelected 90 ſeparated on that account, to be 
* the medium of all his intercourſe with men.” From 


_ this W ſentence, it appears, that the author can diſ- 


cern no difference between Chriſt and believers, but that 
he is holier than they, as being“ without any taint of 
fin; * that he does not conſider the love of the Father 
as centring on Chriſt in any other reſpect than that of 
his unblemiſhed holineſs,” entirely overlooking his love 
to him as his eternal and only-begorten Son; poſſeſſed of 
the ſame divine eſſence and perfections; - and that he 
makes the choice of Chriſt as mediator to proceed only 
* on this account,” and of conſequence poſterior to his 
work of obedience, or to the evidence which he gave of 
« unblemiſhed holineſs.” - 

P. 312. 1. 17. The glory which Chriſt * bad with the 
« Father before the foundation of the world,” the au- 
thor views as only that * which was deſtined for him,” 

and the Father's “ giving all things | into his hand was only 
« his decreeing to give them.“ 
P. 377.1. 13 © The Meſſiah, the Son of God n 
« Chriſt, the Son of God “.“ He never once diſtinguiſh- 
es Derma his character as Meſſiah or Mediator, and 
his eſſential dignity as the ſecond: Perſon of the adorable 
Trinity. He evidently conſiders this character as belong- 
ing to Chriſt, ' eſpecially as being an eminent prophet; 
* They who have deſpiſed ether prophets, will, ſaid he, 
«© reverence my * 1. 

P. 378. I. 4. When ſtating the difference between 
Chriſt and — martyrs, which „ ought not to be over- 
looked,“ he obſerves: “ Though they might be, in 
« ſome inſtances, miſtaken in what they brolelled, it is 
e ſcarcely conceivable that he could be fo.” He does 
not ſay, it is poſſible, as any man who believes the Dei- 
ty of Chriſt would have ſaid, but—* it is ſcarcely con- 
ceivable.“ It would ſeem, this is a thing that may be con- 
ceived or ſuppoſed, though ſcarcely ſo. Zut if it be con- 
ceivable in any degree, although the ſmalleſt poſſible, he 
could not be the Son of God. The very admiſſion of 
ſuch a conception is blaſphemy. It is © treading under 
foot the Son of God.” 

F. 397. l. 21. He declined not to wake his choſen fa- 
8 vvurũte 
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©. wourite a man of ſorrows,” This expreſſion ſhows ia 
what ſenſe he'takes the preceding, the Son of his love, (I. 19.) 
He cpnſiders Chriſt as meriting the: laſt appellation in 


conſequence of his good conduct. When God is ſaid 
to give his only begotten Son, John iii. 16. it is not under- 
ſtood of his giving him in his incarnation as © the Word 
made fleſh,” „ God manifeſt in the fleſh,” as the Fa- 
ther of eternity” becoming“ a child born,” but merely 
of his © delivering him up to affliftion and death “.“ 

P. 401. I. 3. © He is (God our Father in heaven) the 
© original Author of our ſalvation. The obligations we 
« lie under to our Lord Jeſus Chriſt are indeed great and 
« unſpeakable, . but to God, even his and our Father, 
« we are firſt and chiefly indebted for every goſpel bleſ- 
% fing.“ If we be * chiefly indebted to God the Father,” 
then our debt to the Son of God can only be of an infe- 
rior kind. If fo, he muſt be inferior in nature. Indeed, 
all along when treating of the love of God, he ſpeaks of 
it as eſſentially different from the love of his Son ; thus 
plainly inſinuating, that the love of the Son is ſomething 
different in nature from the love of God eſſentially con- 
ſidered. How does this agree with the language of in- 
ſpiration : ** Hereby perceive we the love of God, becauſe 
« he laid down his lite for us.” 1 John iii 16.— If we 
be © chiefly indebted to the Father,” one would naturally 
infer, that we are chiefly to praiſe him for © every goſpel 
bleſſing.” This is the very inference that the author wiſhes 
us to deduce: for it follows: © To him therefore, ſhould 
« the gratitude of our hearts be primarily and ultimate- 
% ly offered up, through Chriſt.” Then, the Son of 
God conſidered even in his higheſt character is, according 
to him, only entitled to a ſecondary ſort of worſhip, ſuch. 
as Papiſts allow to angels and ſaints. I greatly fear that 
the worſhip allowed by him to Chriſt is eſſentially diffe- 
rent from that of thoſe, who © honour the Son as they 
honour the Father,” from that of the angels and ſaints 
in glory, who aſcribe ſalvation equally ** to him that fit- 
teth onthe throne, and to the Lamb,” Rev. vii. 10. Nay, 
it is much to be queſtioned, whether there be here any 
worſhip left to the Son at all. For, “the gratitude of 
our hearts” is not only ©* primarily io be offered up” » 
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the Father, but ultimately too. One would naturally take 
the meaning of this to be, that it muſt both begin and 
end with him. If there be any worſhip reſerved for the 
on, it is a very fmall portion, neither primary nor ul- 
timate, but fecondary and mediate, or at moſt ſomething 
of an intermediate kind, From the ſtrain of what follows, 
he evidently looks upon this as a duty not ordinarily prac» 
tiſed among Chriſtians, conſidering it as “ not a little 
« ſurpriling, that it ſhould ever have been one moment 
et $verlooked by any Chriſtian ;” and concludes the point 
by eautioning us againſt © any thoughts injurious to the 
greateſt and beſt of Beings.” There can be no difficulty 
in knowing his meaning, for he confirms his doctrine. by 
theſe words, hi, application of which is too obvious: 
4% All things are of God, who hath reconciled us to himſelf by 
*© Teſts Chriſt.“ | | 
P. 403. l. 14. God Almighty—hath ſent his only 
* Son.” The Father is here evidently meant as God Al- 
mighty, in contradiſtinction to his Son, as if he were in- 
ferior. We may ſpeak of the Father Almighty, as in the 
apoſtle's ereed, but not of God Almighty as diſtinguiſhed 
from the Son, to whom this character belongs equally 
with the Father. He is the mighty God,” Ifa. ix. G. 
J am, (faith he) Alpha and Omega, the beginning and 
* the ending, which is, and which was, and which is to 
c come, the Almighty.” Rev. i. 8. Here he applies to 
himfelf all that is meant by the incommunicable name 

Jr nova, in its greateſt extent. e 
P. 410. I. 22. But when a man does good to another 
at great expence — ve juſtly regard this as a proof of 
© the higheſt generofity, —Examining the love of Je- 
« ſus by this rule, what a ſcene have we before us, and 
* how many motivesof admiration and gratitude!” Sor 
ry am II to fee, upon the moſt candid interpretation, that 
che Doctor can perceive nothing more in the love of Je- 
ſus, than that of a'mere man. For he examines it by 
this nir only. No wonder then that the “ love of the Son 
does not leſſen or depreciate the love of the Father in 
*© the work of our redemption, but is rather an enhance- 
« ment and commendation of it.” The belicf of the real 
deity of Chriſt cannot depreciate the love of the Father, 
becauſe they are one in eſſence. But the author plumes - 
himſelf, 
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himſelf, doubtleſs, upon a more unexceptionable method 
of ſecuring the love of the Father. For it can never, to 
the moſt prejudiced mind, ſeem to abate this love to com- 
pare it with that of one, whoſe love is only judged by 
the rule or ſtandard of human affection. 

P. 420. 1. 7. © He loved the church, and gave himfelf for it, 
© while as yet it was no church to him.“ Chriſt indeed, 
died for his enemies, for thoſe who were not yet mem- 
bers of his church; but ta aſſert, that Chriſt died for 
the church, while as yet it was no church to him,“ would 
elearly imply that Chriſt had no church in the world be- 
fore his death. Let the author reconcile this doctrine 
with theſe words relating to the Old Teſtament church : 
Ihe angel of his preſence faved them; in his love and 


nin his pity he redeemed them, and he bare them, and 


« and carried them all the days of old.” | 
P. 422. I. 22. Bleſſed Lord! how can I deny thee 
& my praiſes for thy worth and dignity, and favour with 
4 God?” The favour. of Chriſt as mediator with God is 
thus aſſigned as the formal reaſan af worſhipping him, if 
worſhip be meant by the ambiguous word prai/e:, to the 
excluſion: of his divinity and cqualuy with the Father. 
Need we be ſurpriſed, then, that the author grants that 
he is entitled to a higher kind of worſhip fince he entered 
into his glory, and that we ought to raiſe our train, at- 
ter his exaltation to the right hand of power 
P. 435. foot. © It was his (Chriſt's) gracious deſign, 
« if poſſible, to put an end to all quarrels and enmities a- 
mong men, ——and to give all his followers but one 
« heart and foul.” Is not this a material denial of the 
omnipotence: of the Son? For © all things are poſlible 
with God, that do not imply a denial of his own perfec- 
tions. But we: ſhall not inuſt on this; as every one may 
not ſuſtain it as a proof of his denying the Deity af Chriſt: 
becauſe there are many who hold this doctrine, who ex- 
clude from the all things (that) are poſſible with God,” 
whatever is not perfectiy agrecable to the will of his crea- 
tures. 

P. 467. J. 13. The knowledge of the goſpel is a bene» 
« fit, for which, ander God, we are indebted to the grace 
* of Jeſus Chriſt, in giving himſelf for us.” The grace 
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of Jeſus Chriſt, in relation to the pifr of the goſpel, is 
here repreſented as inferior to that of the Father. In this 
manner we ordinarily ſpeak of a cauſe which is only ſe- 
condary and ſubordinate. 

P. 521. l. 11.“ We ought to acknowledge the wiſdom 
© and goodneſs of God, in giving us a Saviour, who hath 
© attained all his honours through deep abaſement and 
« ſuffering.” This plainly means, that he was not God, 
« even the Saviour,” before his ſufferings ; and that he 
hath no honours but what are derived from his mediato- 
ry character: and theſe, as we have already ſeen, the au- 
thor has reduced to very little indeed. 

P. 522. foot. Our bleſſed Saviour—the Firſt and 
Chief of all the ſons of God.” That is, a ſon only in 
the ſame ſenſe with angels and ſaints, though in a higher 
degree. This“ Firſt and Chief of the ſons of God 
« fubmitted to the death of the croſs, and attained by th 
« means immortal bliſs himſelf, with the power of con- 
i ferring the ſame on his followers.” From this he leaves 
us to infer, 1. That it. was needful that the-Son of God 
ſhould procure ©** immortal bliſs” for himſelf. 2. That 
by his death he attained it; and, of conſequence, had no 
title to it in any other reſpect than as man. al 

P. 5 29. 1. 9. Mere men are repreſented. as the peers of 
Chriſt. But leaſt any ſhould object to the ſecurity of their 
cauſe in the hand of Chriſt as Judge, becauſe © among 
© men we often find, that none are apt to be more hard- 
« hearted and injurious in their treatment of others, than 
© thoſe who have ſuddenly riſen from low ſtations to 
« great power and authority *,” he is good enough to aſ- 
ſure us, that “we have nothing of that kind to fear in 
** the Judge whom God hath given us.” Why ſo? Is it 
becauſe he is God equal with the Father; becauſe “ all 
the churches may know that he ſearcheth the heart z” be- 
cauſe he knoweth all things.” Nothing of this kind; 
for we are warranted by the author, without any limita- 
tion, to call him our peer. All our ſecurity ariſes from 
our knowledge of the manner in which “ he demeaned 
himſelf here below.” There is ſomething fo very ſhock- 
ing in the whole ſtrain of this, that we rather chuſe — 
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paſs over it with ſilent horror, than to make Chriſtians 
ſhudder by enlarging. 

We ſhall now conſider the manner in which he treats 
ſome of theſe axGu MENTS which are brought from ſcrip- 
ture in defence of the Deity of Chriſt. 

P. 194 head. © In reward of Chriſt's righteouſneſs — 
« God inveſted him with the glorious power—of forgiving 
© fins.” Then Chriſt not this power before his 
death; of conſequence, M is not a divine perſon. But 
how does this correſpond with our Logd's doctrine, That 
« ye may know that the Son of man hath power on 
tc. earth to forgive ſins * ?” This power of © torgiving fins 
on earth,” he limits to the power of © remitting the tem- 
poral penalties of ſin .“ With what a filly and deſpica- 
ble perverſion of the text is he chargeable ! Jeſus ** had 
power to forgive fins on earth; as if this expreſſion, en earth, 
implied a limitation of his power to thoſe puniſhments 
which were of an earthly nature: for to this he oppoſes 
power to forgive fins in heaven,—by delivering from the 
* wrath to come.“ To enſnare the reader, he throws 
the words into this form, power to forgive fins on earth ; 
while in our verſion in both the places cited, they read, 
power on earth to forgive fins, and juſtly according to the 
proper conſtruction of the original f. For the words de- 
note a real power, even in his ſtate of humiliation, to for- 
give fins, becauſe he is really God. Nor do we find that 
the word rendered forgive, ever occurs in the ſenſe of 
« remitting the temporal penalties of fin.” Our author, 
indeed, quotes two other paſſages at the foot of the page, 
in ſupport of his doctrine, Matth xviii 18. 1 Theſ. i. 10. 
The firſt of theſe, Whatſoever ye looſe on earth ſhall be 
* looſed in heaven,“ refers not to temporal penalties, but 
to the ſpiritual diſcipline of the church; which, when a- 
greeable to the will of God, is confirmed by him. But 
does our author wiſh us to conclude, from his quoting 
this text, that he grants no more power to Chriſt, than 
to miniſters of the goſpel, or church- officers; that Chriſt 
does not really relax men from the guilt of fin, but only 
from the ſcandal cf it, which excludes them from the fel- 
lowſhip of the church? The other, “ Jeſus, who de- 
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&* livered us from the wrath to come, is rather againſt 
him than otherwiſe. For the apoſtle ſpeaks of this deli- 
verance as a paſt event; whereas, according to our /au- 
thor's doctrine, it could only be a future one, becauſe 
men are delivered from the wrath to come by a reſur · 
rection Paul could not be in this ſenſe delivered when 
he wrote that epiſtle: Therefore, the deliverance here 
meant muſt be ſomething jous to this, even by the 
merit of the blood, and by de power of the Spirit of 
Chriſt — But though we thould grant this new expla - 
nation to the Doctor, what will he make of it? Indeed, 
it will by no means prove what he wiſhes to demonſtrate; 
that Jeſus had not this power till he came to heaven. 
For, as he has changed the order in which we find theſe 


words in the goſpels, to ſuit his purpoſe, —“ Jeſus had 


« power to forgive fins on earth,” he would alſo need to 
arrange his own words anew, and to make them run, a» 
greeable to the true and natural order of the former. 
% Peſus in heaven had power to forgive fins.” For, as they 
preſently ſtand, they imply ſomething very different from 
what he means, —that there are not only fins on earth to 
be forgiven, but fins in heaven alſo: He had power to 
« forgive ſins in heaven.” This, indeed, is a new diſco- 
very, but a very neceſſary one according to our anthor's 
doctrine; for if ever the Doctor's penitent ſaints, who 
depend ſo very little on the merit of Chriſt, get to hea» 
ven, you may be aſſured they will carry a very confidera» 
ble portion of their fins along with them; unlefs he con- 
ſent to conſign them over to purgatory, for at leaſt a thou- 
ſand years, by the way. 

P. 303.—306, Our author, like all the Socinians, in 
order to avoid the force of the argument for the Deity of 
Chriſt, derived from the aſcription of the work of crea» 
tion to him in ſcripture, underſtands all theſe paſſages of 
the new creation. To this he applies Eph. tit. 9. He gives 
a detached view of the words, which would lead to an un- 
juſt apprehenſion of their ſcope. The meaning of the 


apoſtle is not, that God created all things by Jeſus 


Chrift, for the purpoſe of making known the manifold wiſe 
dom of God to principalities and porter: : but this is repre» 
ſented as his deſign in making all men ſee what is the fellows 
Sip of the myſtery. It is moſt natural to underſtand theſe 
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words of the firſt creation, becauſe he is immediatel 
ſpeaking of the beginning of the world, when God created all 
things; and this Paul contraſts with the time when he 
wrote by the particle now. How all things in heaven v, 
which he underſtands of angels, were created by Chriſt in 
this ſenſe, the author will find very hard to prove. For 
they did not need to be created in righteouſneſs and holineſs, 
or to be reconciled to God or to one another; and if their 
reconciliation to fallen mam be called a creation, it is 2 
moſt uncommon uſe of language. —He makes the ſub- 
jection of angels the conſequence of Chriſt's entrance into 
heaven: © Since he is gone into heaven, angels, &c. are 
% made ſubject to him T. By his exaltation he is become 
«« the head of all principalities and powers.” If he mean 
that the angels were not ſubject to Chriſt before his exal« 
tation, he undoubtedly denies his divinity, — But even 
this plan of avoiding the force of the argument from cre- 
ation will not ſerve the purpoſe. For if the new creation 
be really ſuch as the author deſcribes it, none but a divine 
Perſon can accompliſh it. If it be to . cauſe light to ſhine 
« out of darkneſs, to bring order out of confuſion,” it is 
a divine work: for it is God who“ commanded the light 
% toſhine out of darkneſs,” If it be to © reſtore harmo- 
* ny and peace where there had been inveterate enmity,” 
this is his work alſo: “ I create, faith the Lord, the fruit 
« of the lips, peace.” | 
P. 412. 413. Another of the texts which prove the di- 
vinity of Chriſt he endeavours to ſet aſide by a ſophiſtical 
gloſs. This is 2 Cor. viii. 9. Ye know the grace of our, 
% Lord Jeſus Chriſt, that though he was rich, yet for 
& our ſakes he became poor, that ye through His poverty 
„ might be made rich.“ Here it is afſerted, that he was 
rich. In what ſenſe? „He renounced all thoſe private 
advantages which are counted moſt dear and moſt valu- 
«© able among men,” Again, “ In the thidſt of divine 
« riches, when he had every thing in his power, te choſe 
ce to ſuſtain all the iticonvenienciecs of worldly poverty.” 
It is evident from the words, that the riches which are at- 
tributed to Chriſt, betonged to him in the ſame ſenſe with 
the poverty to which he {ubmitred;'rhat'ls, even in regard 
to the good things of this wbrld : but, as man, he could 
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ne ver © renounce thoſe private advantages” in a proper 
ſenſe, becauſe he never poſſeſſed them. He did not, in 
this reſpect become por any time after his birth; for he was 
Torn in a ſtate of the moſt abject poverty, and ** had not 
where to lay his head,” ſave in a manger. This expreſ- 
ſion, became poor, will not, according to any rules of lan- 
Febbe apply to a contentment with poverty, as oppoſed to 
ceking riches never poſſeſſed. It can only mean ſuch a 
renounciation as implied a former poſſeſſion, ——But per- 
haps, it may refer to the“ divine riches” mentioned by 
our author. By this, I ſuppoſe, he means his © divine 
powers and endowments.” But theſe denote his miracu- 
lous powers, which ſeems to be the higheſt ſenſe which 
he admits. It could as little be ſaid, that in this reſpect 
he became poor; for he never diveſted himſelf of them ei- 
ther in reality, or altogether in appearance, whether du- 
ring life, or at his death. In the garden he ſtruck his e- 
nemies to the ground by a word, On the croſs, he faved 
one of his fellow-ſufferers from eternal death, and beſtow- 
ed on him a title to life everlaſting; he covered the fun 
with darkneſs, rent the rocks in pieces; and, in the very 
article of death, contrary to the ordinary courſe of nature, 
cried out with a loud voice, Though theſe powers were 
©« never employed to procure accommodation to himſelf, 
e or to ward off calamity, but were always ſacredly ap- 
«. propriated to the glory of his Father, and the benetit 
« of man“: This will not prove that he became poor. For 
a perſon can with no propriety be ſaid: to become poor, 
becauſe he does not apply that to his own uſe, which is 
entruſted to him for the glory or intereſt of others, be- 
cauſe he does not © arrogantly ſeize and retain to himſelf,” 
or „ regard as his prey or booty, as an acquiſition of his 
« own, and for his own uſe,” what muſt be conſidered as 
* the gift of God, to be employed only for his glory .“ 
But this is the ſenſe in which the Doctor views Chriſt's di- 
vine riches. The moſt that could be ſaid of a perſon in 
this ſituation, for example, a ſteward to ſome great man, 
is, that he continued poor, though he had an opportunity 
of euriching himſelf by embezzlement or depredation. 
But it could never be ſaid, that he became poor; for this 
would imply that he was once in fact rich. — Thus the 
expreſſion 
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on before us cannot be viewed in any of theſe 
ſenſes which our author endeavours to put upon it: for 
he is ſatisfied that you ſhould take it in any ſenſe you 
pleaſe, provided you do not aſcribe too much to the Son 
of God. There is only another that it can bear, — that 
he was really rich before he became poor; that he. by 
virtue of his divine nature, eſſentially poſſeſſed all the 
riches of God; or, in other words, was © the heir of all 
things .“ Nor did he properly lay aſide theſe riches ; 
for the expreſſion is very remarkable , being rich, he be- 
came poor; he drew a veil over his riches by a voluntary 
poverty. The words properly ſignify, that he might {ill 
be ſaid to be rich, with reſpect to his divine, notwith- 
ſtanding the real poverty of his human nature. 

P. 414. &c. He makes a vain effort to extract all the 
ſpirit from that glorious declaration of the Deity of our 
Lord, contained in Phil. ii. 6. &c. His being in the form 
of God, he applies to his ſtate on carth ;—** as he certainly 


was here below, being Immanuel, God manifeſt in the fleſh.” 


But it is undeniable, that the word form here denotes, not 


a mere reſemblance, as the author inſinuates, by uſing the 
expreſſion “ Gedlike power,” but the real tate of God; 
for it muſt certainly be taken in the ſame ſenſe in which 
it is uſed in the next verſe. If the form of God ſignify on- 


ly a reſemblance of the divine nature, then the form of a 


ſervant can ſignify nothing more; and thus our author 
falls into the error of choſe ancient heretics, called Anthro- 
pomorphites, who aſſerted that Chriſt had only the appear- 
rance of human nature. According to this reaſoning, he 
will deprive us of a Saviour altogether, He takes away 
his divine nature, and his doctrine conſequentially bereaves 
us of his human nature. He thought it no robbery to be e. 
qual with Gad. This he tranſlates, did net hold it for a prey 
to be as God. The meaning is, he did not arrogantly 
« ſeize and retain to himſelf thoſe Godlike powers and 
« honours which he poſſeſſed, or was entitled to,” &c. 
There is no diſpute about the ſenſe of the word rendered 
robbery; but the caſe is otherwiſe in regard to that tranſla- 
ted thought. He renders it held, and explains it of ** arro- 
gantly ſeizing,” uſing the word in the ſenſe of graſping 

any 
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any thing as a prey. But this word », though it occurs 
frequently in the New Teſtament, is never uſed in this 
ſenle, but always ſignifies to hint, to ſuppole, to reckon, 
or account. 80 it is uſed in this very chapter, ver. 27. 
« 1 ſuppoſed it necefiary.” — The expreſſion , rendered 
equal with God, is by him tranſlated zo be as God, evident- 
ly ſo applying it, as to confine it to the manifeſtation of 
the glory of God in Chriſt as man. thus he grinds it 
down to the fignification of mere refemblance. But we 
find not one inſtance of this uſe of the word by profane 
zuthors 1. Nor does it ever occur in this ſenſe in the New 
eſtament. It, indeed, ſignifies an equality in different 
reſpects, ſuch as quantity, nature, truth; but it ſtill ſig- 
nifies a real equality, and not a mere reſemblance. It de- 
notes the equality cf the reward given to all the labourers, 
% 'Thou haſt made them equal unto us,” Matth. xx. 12. 
It ſignifies a perfect agreement. So it is uſed to denote 
the want of this in the teſtimony of the falſe witneſſes a- 
gainſt Chriſt, Mark xiv. 66, gy. „Their witneſs agreed 
not together.” This is the word uſed to expreſs the eſti- 
mation which the Jews formed of Chriſt's language, when 
he called God his Father, John v. 18. * Making himſelf 
equal with God.” Thus, our tranſlators have certainly 
hit upon the true meaning of the word, —“ He did not 
«eſteem it robbery to be really equal with God.” And 
without viewing it in this fenſe, the force of the whole 
paſſage is loſt, and the humility of Chriſt appears not in 
any ſtriking point of light. Nor could the humble and 
moderate uſe of miracutous power, in ſubmiſſion to the 
divine will, be any reaſon for cxalting Chriſt to ſuch ho- 
nour in the human nature, any more than for exalting 
"Moſes, Elijah, or any ot his own followers, who, beſides 
their ſeverc ſufferings for the glory of God, * did greater 
things than theſe 5, which Jetus did; and yet were never 
guilty of the robbery of exerting their powers for their 
own intereſt or accommodation, or of claiming Zo be as 
Gd. But though we ſhould grant, that the words 
rendered h:nught it no robbery, be taken in our author's 
fenſe, he can make nothing of it, if he retain the true 
H = 
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meaning of theſe following, equal with God. For in this 
ſenſe ſome of the friends of the Deity of Chriſt have 
tranſlated them; as extolling the humility of Jeſus, that 
though he was really in the Fate of God, he would not 
retain the glorious diſplay of his divine nature, inconſiſt- 
ently with the wilt of the Father, which was impoſlible, 
but chearfully ſubmitted to be made in the likeneſs of 
men“. | | 
We have no objection to his tranſlation, emptied ny ax 
if it be underſtood as only fignifying a ceſſat ion in reſpect 
of the diſplay of his eſſential glory, drawing a veil over 
it for a time, or“ hiding as it were his faces from us,” 
which is the literal reading of Iſa. liii, 3. But the Doctor 
explains it of © laying afide every mark of that majeſtic 
% dignity and ſplendour whereby he repreſented God on 
„earth.“ What were theſe © marks of dignity ?” Why, 
we find no other than thoſe which he elſewhere men» 
tions , © the divine teſtimonies which were given 
* to Chriſt from his baptiſm to his death, the mira- 
„ cles which were wrought by him, all proceeding 
* from the Spirit or power of God, and exhibiting irre- 
* fragable proofs of the divine origin of Chriſt's religion.” 
Bnt were not theſe teſtimonies publicly given, and theſe 
miracles publicly wrought ? How then could he“ lay a» 
fide every mark of dignity 'and ſplendor ?” It is evident 
that he makes the mam#eflation of God in the fleſh,” 
and the form of God to conſiſt in the diſplay of theſe divine 
owers that were communicated to Jeſus, and not in the 
Incarnation of a divine Perſon. But how could Chriſt 
be © God manifeſt,” or * God difplayed in the, fleſh,” 
and yet empty himſelf of the form of God in his ſenſe ? How 
could he be manifeſted arid obſcured in the ſelf-ſame mean- 
ing? Our author labours very hard under the weight 
of this text, when he is obliged to ſhelter himſelf un- 
der abſolute and palpable contradictions. 
He took upon him the form of a'ſervant,—— The author 
- would wiſh to underſtand this of fomething poſterior to 
the entrance of Chriſt on his miniſtry ; nay, he confines 
it to the few hours immediately preceding his death. 
b FT: 3308 „% When 
* Vid. Glaſſii phileg. fac. lib. 3. tract. 3. can. 18. p. 283. Schmid. «Þ- 
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« When the time came, in which it behoved him to ſuf- 
fer and die, he hefitated not to deſcend from a ſtate 
of grandeur and elevation never poſſeſſed by any man 
% before or after him, to the deepeſt abyſs of humilia- 
« tion “.“ But it is undeniable that he bare this form 
from the very womb, He was born of a mean woman, 
became “ ſubject to his parents,” was called . the car. 
nter.” In a word, he came, in his entrance into our 
world, “ not to be miniſtred unto, but to miniſter.” If 
he tcok upon him the form of a ſervant from the womb, as 
the expreſſion is active, he ſurely muſt have had a real 
exiſtence before. As indeed, the firſt words of the pal» 
{age might be rendered, he © exifed in the form of God.” 
For our author cannot deny that the following clauſe, he 
wvas made in the likeneſs of men, in ſome ſenſe ſignifies his 
« afluming our nature.” Now, be took upon him the form 
of a ſervant, when he was made in the likeneſs of men. If 
his taking the form of a ſervant was coeval with his aſſump- 
tion of our nature, with the very ſame event muſt his 
emptying himſelf be coeval. But he could not ſo early 
empty himſelf of the form of God, according to tbe author's 
view of it; becauſe he had not then received it. For in 
this ſenſe, he grants that © Jeſus became like thoſe men 
who have no extraordinary endowments f.“ He muſt, 
then, have * laid afide every mark of dignity and ſplen- 
dor,” before he had any to lay afide. He muſt have 
emptied himſelf of © his divine powers,” before they were 
conferred on him. He never laid aſide his power of 
working miracles, as we have already feen ; And no other 
powers, ſuch as thoſe of © diſpenſing the means of grace 
and pardon to the penitent,” can be meant; for the 
Doctor elſewhere endeavours to ſhow that they were 
communicated to him only after his death : * That Jcſus 
% attained a// this power and glory, as the reward of his 
© righteouſneſs and obedience unto death, it will not re- 
* quire many words to prove . To this power, his 
death or crucifixion was, by the ſovereign appointment 

« of God, a neceſſary ſtep; but without this power f 
.* lowing, it would bave availed nothing, any more than 
ti the death of any other martyr. 5“ Obſerve my brethren, 
that 
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that notwithſtanding all the power aſcribed to Chriſt 
before his death, in the paſſage we have been conſidering, 
here we are informed that without a very great addition, 


it * would haye availed notbing.” Nay, though he was 
in the form of God, yet this honour, according to the au- 
thor, ſcarcely deſerves to be mentioned, compared with 
what followed his death: We ought to acknowledge 
* the wiſdom and goodnels of God in giving us a Saviour, 
« who hath attained all his. honour through deep abaſe- 
% ment and ſuffering *,” What comes of © the majeſtic 
« ſplendor and dignity by which he repreſented God on 
% earth f—lt is all gone, (like) the baſeleſs fabric of a 
% viſion.” The truth is, the writer is ſo hardly preſſed 
by the language of the Holy Spirit in this place, that he 
is obliged to aſcribe ſome kind of Godlite honours” to 
Chriſt, as belonging to him while on earth, which in o- 
ther paſſages he takes care to deprive him of as far as 
poffible. i 9-5 | 
P. 487. l. 28. When explaining that expreſſion, The 
word was made fleſh, he ſays; © Almighty God deigned 
&© to tabernacle with men in @ perſon of their own order, 
« and to manifeſt his power, wiſdom, goodneſs, and 
« holineſs in a man like themſelves.” Here he is redu- 
ced to a dilemma. He muſt either hold that Chriſt hath 
two perſons, one divine, and one human, and fo em- 
brace the error of the antient Neſtorians, ſtill maintain- 
ed by the Chriſtians of Abyſſinia ; or aſſert that he hath 
one perſon only. We cannot ſuppoſe that he will aſſent 
to the firſt, becauſe it is certainly not above reafon, but 
dirtly contrary to it. He muſt therefore maintain the 
ſecond, That Chriſt hath only one perſon, which, as he 
expreſſes himſelf, can be nothing more than human. The 
doctrine of the church has always been, That God, eſ- 
ſentially confidered in the perſon of the Son or Word, 
tabernacled in human nature, uniting it indiſſolubly to 
his own divine perſon. But the doctrine of this man is, 
That almighty God, that is, God eſſentially conſidered, 
dwelt in a real human perſon, and what ſort of inhabita- 
tion was this? Why, not a proper, but only a metapho- 
rical one, conſiſting in the. © manifeſtation of his power 
„ge in a man like themſelves,” an inhabitation inferi- 
or 
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or to that which is the privilege of all believers, for theirs 
is real. But I need not conſume time in proving what 
is, alas! too evident, that he denies the real deity of 
Chriſt : Nor ſhall Lendeavour to vindicate the ordinary 
ſenſe of the words, 'as this has been fo frequently done to 
Far better purpoſe than I could pretend to. It is fo clear 
from the context, that the words are to be underſtood of 
a Perſon, and of a divine Perſon too, becauſe of the e- 
ternal exiſtence and divine works aſcribed to him, tha 
it will be denied by none but thoſe, who, like our firfi 
arents, in ſecking to “ be as gods,” have made them- 
elves © like the brutes that periſh,” who ingettirg up 
depraved reaſon as their infallible guide, [plainly declare 
to all around, that God hath given them up to“ brutiſh 
folly as their wiſdom,” that they wiſh to make the infpired 


writers ſpeak as irrationally as themſelves, and thar al- 


though they © woyld be wiſe,” they are unreachable and 
untameable © as a wild aſs's colt.” 88 
You, my brethren, who are members of the Col LR- 
Gar RE ChuRcHn of ArR, I beg leave to addreſs you in 
a few words. It is ſaid in che word of God; What cauſe 
« ſoever ſhall come between blood and blood, be- 
* tween law and commandment, ſtatutes and judge- 
„% ments, ye ſhall even warn them that they treſpaſs not 


* againſt the Lord, and ſo wrath come _ you, and 


*« upon your brethren : this do, and ye ſhall not treſ- 
« paſs,” 2 Chron. Xix. 10. The ſubject to which I have 
called your attention is indeed a matter of blood. There- 
fore I wiſh to give you faithful warning. The * blood 
of your ſouls” is concerned in it. A queſtion it is of the 
utmoſt importance, Whether Jeſus hath ſatisfied divine 


Juſtice for finners, or God is requiring this work from 


you, If the word of God be true, and you diſbelieve 
the doctrine of the atonement as therein revealed, you 
are on a wrong foundation for eternity. If you conti- 
nue in this ſituation, your blood muſt not only be on 


your own heads, but you will be found “ guilty of the 


* body and blood of the Lord Jeſus, accounting that 
« blood wherewith he was ſanctified, an unholy th 

t and crucifying the Son of God afreſh,” by your unbe- 
Nef. For this is not merely a matter of blood where- 
- ; in 
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in you are concerned, but wherein the Son of God is con- 


cerned. If that doctrine be true, which you have doubt- 


leſs been taught, and which is now publiſhed to the 


world by one of your teachers, the church of Chriſt 


hath been all along deceived, and the Jewith Sanhedrim 
were in the right when they condemned Jeſus. If he did 
not make a real atonement for fin, he was not the Meſ- 
ah * promiſed to the fathers.” For he was not merely 
to put men in a condizion of delivering themſelves. from 


ſin, but actually to * make an end of ſin.” If he be not 


really God equal with the Father, they juſtly put him to 
death; for they condemned him on chis very head, that 
he ſaid, „I am the Son of God,” Matt. xxvi. 63. For 
whatever the Jews of later times, and their allies the So- 
cinians may ſay, dark as the notions of the antient Jews 
were about the Meſſiah, intangled as they were with i- 
deas of a temporal deliverance; their moſt learned Rab- 
bins declared that he was really to be the Son of God. 
Therefore, when Chriſt faid that God was his Father, 
his hearers concluded, That he made himſelf equal 
- with Godꝰ.“ Our Lord fubmitted to the inference as juſt, 

which, had it not been ſo, would have been altogether 
inconfiſtent with his fidelity to God and to them. You 
either believe the doctrines contained in this Eſſay, or you 
do not. If you believe them, then Chrift is become of 
none effect to you,” you confide in a Suman Saviour, and 
thus you come under the laſh of that awful denunciation, 
0 Curſed be man that truſteth in man, and maketh fleſh 
« his arm.” If you do not really worſhip the Son, then 
you clearly exclude yourſelves from the number of thoſe 
who “ honour the Son as they honour the Father.” If 

you do worſhip him, then, according to your principles, 
you are equally guilty with the Papiſts, who worſhip 
ſaints and angels? Nay, your worſhip is no better than 
Heatheniſm ; for you worſhip a deified man. If you rec- 
kon him inferior to the Father, however much you may 
deteſt the name of Polytheiſts, it in fact belongs to you. 
For if you warſhip any other than the Three-one God, 
you really break the firſt commandment, and are az 


guilty, as if you adored as many gods as the antient hea- 


thens. Do you indeed deny the atonement of Chriſt, and 
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his ſupreme Deity? Then, your ſituation is truly deplorable, 


and your guilt is inconceivably great You deny him, who 
is * the true God and eternal life, and ſo ©* judge yourſelves 
„% unworthy of everlaſting life.” If you continue in this 
dreadful error, you may juſtly fear temporaljudgements 
from him, who hath power to © break in pieces like a 

otter's veſſel,” But though you eſcape the'e, there can 

e no eſcaping the © wrath of the Lamb.” Bur I hope 
« better things of you,” my brethren. Fondly would I 
indulge the hope, that you do not believe ſuch dam- 
nable doftrines. Damnable I may ſurely call them; for if 
theſe be not ſo, there are no others that deſerve the cha- 
rater. Nay, if theſe doctrines be true, there is no dam- 
nation to be feared, in the proper ſenſe of the word. 
Perhaps you may ſay, We never ſo much as heard them 
«© uttered. Our paſtor never denied the atonement, nor 
« the Deity of Chriſt. He always aſſured us, That we 
« were to truſt in the blood of Jeſus, and to look to him 
as our Saviour.“ But theſe were only “ great ſwel- 
« ling words of vanity.” If he hath bitherto diſguiſed 
his ſentiments, he hath now in a great meaſure taken off 
the veil; and you are henceforth to interpret his gene- 
ral expreſſions in the pulpit by this key that he hath given 
you from the preſs. You find many verbal acknowledge- 
ments of theſe even in his efſay. But will you therefore 
wilfully blind yourſelves with reſpect to the ſenſe in which 
he uſes them, when, as we have inconteſtably ſhown, he 
retracts theſe acknowledgements elſewhere, and at any 
rate means them as merely complimentary? You are 
truly in a moſt pitiable caſe under ſuch a miniſter; and 
there is reaſon to fear that the ſentiments of his colleague 
are congenial. The world will undoubtedly think ſo, 
unleſs he publicly diſavow his approbation of chem; for 
he is involved in the dedication, as approving “ the mat- 
ter contained” in the effay, and as living in a ſtate of 
« happy union” with a man, who robs Chriſtianity of its 
very foundation. Do you diſbelieve theſe impious doc- 
rrines, and yet continue under the miniſtry of one, who 
proclaims them to the world as his faith ? The luſtre of 
the church is, indeed, greatly tarniſhed, her glory is 
ſadly departcd, in compariſon of former times, when 
her “ precious ſons were comparable to fine gold,” when 
her © Nazarites were purer than ſnow,” and when © the 
8 | voice 
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5c voice of the oppreſſor was not heard.“ But have yon 
ever uſed means to reclaim your paſtor to * the truth as 
« jt is in ſeſus,“ or to deliver yourſelves from his yoke ? 
Have you ſought redreſs from the judicatories of the 
church? If you have never given yourſelves any trouble 
about theſe things, you have certainly failed in your du- 
ty. But though you ſhould have uſed the means and 
been unſucceſsful, can you expect any edification to your 
ſouls under the miniſtry of one, who is an “enemy of 
the croſs of Chriſt,” who * denies the only Lord God,” 
and who directs you to“ lay anbther foundation” than 
that which“ God hath laid in Zion?” Is it not ſaid by 
the Spirit of truth, If there come any unto you, and 
t bring not this doctrine, receive him not into your houle, 
© neither bid him God ſpeed. For he that biddeth him 
„God ſpeed is partaker of his evil deeds?” Are there 
no ſound miniſters within your reach ? ſurely, your fitu- 
ation cannot be ſo bad as this. Well, is it not your du- 
ty to prefer the truth to every thing elſe; to © keep your- 
ſelves pure,” and to refuſe to follow thoſe ſhepherds, who 
would lead you aſtray from the chief Shepherd and 
« Biſhop of ſouls? ” % | 
But whether you believe theſe doctrines or not, if you 
continue liſtleſs and unconcerned, your guilt is unſpeak- 
ably great. The place of your reſidence was once famous 
for religion. Its “ praiſe was in all the churches.” Your 
pious anceſtors, your Stuarts, and your Kennedies “ ſhall 
© riſe up in judgement againſt you of this generation.” 
That faithful and magnanimous ſervant of Jeſus Chriſt, 
John Welſh, ſhall riſe up againſt you in the day of the 
Lord. * There, (ſhall he ſay,) are the men who root- 
«-ed out, or who deſpiſed that precious ſeed of goſpel- 
truth, that was ſown by my miniſtry in the place that 
« gave them birth, and that was tranſmitted to them as 
* the moſt precious legacy, by their worthy fathers.” E- 
ven thoſe who now miſlead you ſhall be * ſwift witneſſcs” 
againſt you. There are they, (ſhall they declare,) 
*« who were ſo eaſily miſled, who ſo greedily ſwallowed 
error, or who ſupported, countenanced, and ſtrength- 
ened us in the propagation of it, inſtead of ſearching 
te the ſcripturcs daily, whether thoſe things were fo, or 
uſing ſcriptural means for our conviction and recove- 
„ ry.” And how ſhall ron meet the Son of man? ** Theſz 
© are 
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« are they, (ſhall he ſay,) who would not that I ſhould 
« reign over them” When *the great day of his wrath 
« is come, who ſhall be able to ſtand ?? Hath he not 


ſaid; “ Whoſoever ſhall deny me before men, him will 


I alſo deny before my Father who is in heaven ?” 

Bur why, my brethren, ſhould I thus confine my ad- 
dreſs ? This is a common concern to every member of the 
Church of Scotland. For all the members of the church 
are profeflionally © one bread and one body.” There 
ſhould, therefore, “ be no ſchiſm in the body, but the 

* members ſhould have the ſame care one for another: 
% and whether one member ſuffer, all the members ſuf- 
« fer with it, or one member be honoured, all the mem- 
© bers rejoice with it.“ So intimate is the connexion, 
that a little leaven leaveneth the whole lump” When 
the error of an individual is known and patiently endured, 
it becomes the error of the whole church with which he 
i connected. But would to God! I could add with the 
apoſtle: © I have confidence in you thro? the Lord, that 
„% you will be none otherwiſe minded: but he that trou- 
6 bleth you ſhall bear his judgement, whoſoever he be.“ 

This is a common concern, indeed, to“ all who love 
our Lord Jeſus in truth and ſincerity,” to whatever ſo- 
ciety of Chriſtians they belong. To us there is but one 


Lord ;” and © all who in every place call upon our Lord 


Jeſus, both theirs and ours,” are deeply intereſted in the 
tate of this publication, The general intereſts of Chri- 
ſtianity will be greatly impaired, if ſuch a famous Pro- 
teſtant church openly ſuffer in her members a denial of 
the Deity of her Head, and of the whole work of ſalva- 
tion by him. Sure I am, all the advantages ſhe can re- 
ceive from the enemy, cannot “ countervail the king's” 
or the church's damage Ovught it not therefore, to 
be the reſolution of every one of you, after the exam- 
ple of the prophet, nay, of the Lord of the prophets : 
For Zion's fake I will not hold my peace, and for Je- 
«« rufalem's ſake I will not reſt; till the righteouſneſs 
thereof go forth as brightneſs, and the ſalvation there- 
* of as a lamp that burneth.” I am, 


My BrxETHREN, 
Your Servant for Jesvs? fake, 
A FRIXND To TRUTE., 
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Rav. SIR, 


OU will excuſe the freedom I have uſed in endea- 
vouring to make the PUBLIC acquainted with the 
tendency of your Eſſay. If you have been fo bold in the 
pagation of error, I am certainly entitled to equal 
boldock in the diſcovery of it, and in the defence of truth. 
Do not reckon me your enemy, becauſe I” have told 
the world, and mean to © tell you the truth.” I can ſafe- 
ly declare, that I have not the leaſt perſonal prejudice a- 
gainſt you. How much foever I ſhudder at your errors, 
I would wiſh to love your perſon, and to pray for you, 
that God may give you * repentance to the acknowledg- 
ing of the truth; and that you may recover yourſelf out 
of the ſnare of the devil ;” though now you ſeem to be 
„led captive by him at his will.” I may alſo aver, that 
I have not wilfully ſtrained one paſſage of your book. I 
preſume, that almoſt in every inſtance, your own con- 
ſcience bears me witneſs to the juſtneſs of the concluſions 
drawn: and could I ſee that in any reſpect I had wronged 
you, it would give me real pain. I have often, indeed, 
curtailed your expreſſions, though never with a deſign of 
giving an unfair repreſentation of them, but merely to a- 
void ſwelling theſe letters to an improper ſize: and when 
this method has been obſerved, it has been almoſt in eve- 

ry inſtance intimated by blank lines. | 
I am far from thinking that I have done juſtice to your 
Eſſay in another reſpect. There are many groſs errors in 
it, of which I have not taken the ſmalleſt notice. Nor 
are the obſervations, which I have made, preſented to the 
public as a full anſwer, even as to the ſubjects handled. 
So replete with dangerous doctrine is your Treatiſe, that 
it would require a book twice or thrice as large as _ to 
anſwer 


ws 
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anſwer it, in order to do juſtice to the various important 
doctrines which are denied. You diſplay conſiderable ta- 
lents. What pity is it that they ſhould be employed to 
the diſhonour of the great Giver ! * 

In vain do you endeavour to erect the ſtandard of reaſon 
in the very title page, by preſſing into your ſervice two pre- 
cious texts of ſcripture, as if they would contribute their 
ſupport. It was neceſſary, indeed, that you ſhould trim 
them a little, becauſe you muſt have known, that if you 
preſented them in their native dreſs, no man could reckon 
them volunteers in your warfare. I know no member of 
the church, who ſeems leſs than you © as a new-born 
babe to deſire the ſincere milk of the word.” Inſtead 
of © becoming as a little child,” inſtead of being humble 
and teachable, inſtead of receiving the breaſt, as the pa- 
rent inclines to give it, you muſt either have it your own 
way, or you will ſcorn it altogether. That credulous diſ- 
poſition, which receives what it cannot comprehend, is 
unworthy of one who is arrived at ſo great maturity as you. 
If you be a babe, you are ſo froward a one, that you will 
not receive your mill, unleſs you know all its different ſe- 
cretions, the whole mode of its preparation, and why it 
ſhould be a more proper nutriment for you than any other 
kind of food. If you be a babe, you are fo ſelf-willed, 
that you will not ſubmit to the teaching of a parent, but 
muſt conſtitute yourſelf his judge. You ſeem, indeed, to 
pay a literal regard to the other text, to account it a“ rea- 
ſonable ſervice to preſent your body only to God.” That 
noble faculty of reaſon” you cannot deign to offer in ſa- 
crifice. The lordſhip of it you mutt reſerve to yourſelf. 
In both theſe texts, indeed, you find that darling word — 


see, But you know it has two ſenſes. It ſignifies both 


ſeriptural and reaſonable; and it is only the juſtneſs of the 
one that can make the other applicable. It is this alone, 
that makes it ** a reaſonable ſervice,” that it is a ſcriptu- 
ral one; becauſe it is the higheſt reaſon for ſuch ignorant 
creatures, as you and I, to ſubmit our finite, nay, depra- 


ved reaſon to the — authority of God ſpeaking in 


His word, But ſuffer me to put you in mind, that you 
loſe the whole energy of the apoſtle's argument in the laſt 
theſe paſſages : ** I beſeech you, brethren, by the mer- 

0 cies of God, that you preſent your bodies a living ſaeri- 
mae.“ 
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— ok oe 86 ih as £@a as A. as as oc 


al... a« a 


67 

* fice.” Do you think that it is a real ſpiritual ſacrifice 
which is here required? And what is it that makes it ſo 
reaſonable a ſervice, but the infinite mercies of our God, 
diſplayed in making his Son a real expiatory ſacrifice for 
our iniquities? Did he really offer himſelf as a living ſa- 
crifice, his divine nature giying virtue to the ſufferings of 
the human: and are we not bound by the ſtrongeſt ties, to 
devote our whole man to him who“ bought us with a 
« price,” and to © glorify him with our bodies, and with 

« our ſpirits which are his? 
It is indeed, you ſay “, © with the enemies of Jeſus in 
c modern times, become faſhionable to ſpeak of him and 
« his doctrine in terms of affected reſpect, while at bot- 
« tom they are labouring to ſubvert the faith of his divine 
« miſlion.” I cannot apprehend that this is formally your 
deſign ; but, though it were, you could not fall upon 
more effectual means for accompliſhing it. For the Savi- 
our you exhibit is neither ſuch, a Saviopr as God hath 
promiſed, nor ſuch. a one as ſinners need. I formerly 
granted the juſineſs and excellency of many of your obſar- 
vations and reflections, viewed abſtractly, and the warmth 
that appears in many of your exhortations. But what a- 
vail the beſt reflections, and the moſt preſſing exhorta- 
tions, when you deprive poor ſinners of the only founda- 
tion of their pardon and acceptance with God. To what 
purpoſe preſs them to duty, while you withdraw from 
them their only ſtrength for obedience ? They were ſe- 
vere taſk-maſters, you know, who required brick without 
affording ſtraw. What ſucceſs can you expect in the mi- 
niſtry, when you leave ſinners to do all the work ? Are 
our labours unſucceſsful in turning ſouls tothe Redeemer? 
Þo your hearers continue careleſs about the guilt of ſin, 
and ſalvation from it? Is there little © lamenting after the 
Lord * among them? How can it be otherwile ? They 
are deſtroyed for lack of knowledge.” You * prophe- 
ſy ſmooth things” to them, and they naturally © love to 
have it ſo.” You are ſilent about the corruptions of their 
hearts; and how can they ſincerely deſire regeneration ? 
While you recommend to them the rivers of Damaſcus on- 
ly, Abana and Pharpar, how can they diſcover the ne- 
ceſſity of waſhing in Jordan, for the removal of their ſpiri- 
ritual 
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tual leproſy ? Do you find few of thoſe fruits of holineſs 


among them which you ſeem to be ſo warm in recommend- 
ing? This is nothing but what you have reaſon to expect: 
For agreeable to the natural defire of .the heart, by deny- 
ing the eſſential holineſs and juſtice of the Divine Nature, 
you have © cauſed the Holy One of Iſrael to ceaſe from 
« before” them, Ha. xxx 11. 

But you muſt allow me to become a little bolder with 

you. To me it appears a very hard matter, to reconcile 
your conduct with your faith, at leaſt with your integrity. 
Although you pretend, that your principles are agrecable 
to the Word of God, you can be at no loſs to perceive 
their diſſonancy to thoſe of the church to which you be- 
long. The Conrzssiox of our church is ſo guarded in 
the expreſſion, that it is ſcarcely conceivable, that one 
of your ſentiments ſhould be capable of moulding it into 
a conſonancy with them: Though I believe, notwith- 
ſtanding all the cautiouſneſs of expreſſion, you would find 
as little difficulty, ſo compliant are ſome conſciences, in 
explaining it away, as you do with the holy ſcriptures, 
did you give yourſelf as much trouble with it as with them. 
But there is little reaſon to doubt your / onſciouſneſs of the 
inconſiſtency of your doctrines with thoſe of the Confeſſion 
Now, give me leave to aſk, how you, as an honeſt min, 
could ſubſcribe this as the declaration of your faith to the 
world? Is it in religious matters only, that a man may be 
chargeable with the groſſeſt diſſimulation, without totally 
forfeiting the character of honour or uprightneſs ? Are the 
things of God of ſo ſmall moment, that one may play faſt 
and looſe with them at pleaſure, and yet be accounted an 

honeſt man ? Is perjury no crime except in civil concerns ? 
Perjury, I ſay, for your engagements, when ordained to 
the miniſtry, had undoubtedly the ſolemnity of an oath. 
You may reply, indeed, that you believed the doctrines of 
the Confeſſion, when you ſubſcribed it. But does this 
really alter the caſe ? Can your conſcience be ſo ſeared, as 
to ſeek ſhelter in this refuge of lies ? Are you not ſuffered 
to continue in communion with the church, by virtue of 
your ſubſcription and . As] long 
as you remain a member of this church, you are as much 


bound by your primary vows, as if you entered into them 


anew every Sabbath. It is under the ſtandard of your 


profeſſed 
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profeſſed adherence to the principles of the church, that 
you are allowed to exerciſe the miniſterial function. Is 
not a ſubject, who falſely takes an oath of allegiance at firſt, 
or who afterwards ſecretly abjures his ſovereign, charge- 
able with perjury, while he till gives him a pretended 
ſubjection? A miniſter who has entered a church by ſub- 
ſcribing a particular confeſſion, as long as the church pro- 
feſſionally adheres to it, is juſt like a witneſs under oath 
daring the whole time of his examination, who is as much 
bound to anſwer the laſt queſtion truly, as the firſt. But 
22 you know many others who have ſubſcribed the 
ame Confeſſion, and come under the ſame engagements, 
who yet, at leaſt in ſo far, agree with you in ſentiments. 
But though others ſhould be diſhoneſt, will this exculpate 
you? Partnerſhip in any crime may well extend the guilt, 
but it can never excuſe it. It may be, indeed, your pre- 
ſent publication is meant as a ſalve for conſcience. You 
flatter yourſelf, that if the rulers of the church take no 
cogniſance of it, they in effect, though tacitly, declare 
their approbation of your principles. It muſt be confeſſed, 
there is a conſiderable ſpeciouſneſs in this apology. - But 
though they ſhould be 4 far left as to neglect the duty of 
faichful watchmen, this is inſufficient to vindicate you. 
For as long as you continue a member of the church, pub- 
Iiſh what you will againſt her doctrines, however little 
you may be liable to the charge of hypoeriſy, you cannot 
free yourſelf from that of the greateſt inconſiſtency. And 
if you could ſuppoſe that the church would be ſo diſhoneſt 
as to continue her communion with you, this of itſelf 
would be an argument with you to renounce it. For, 
what reſpect could you entertain for thoſe who could act 
ſo double a part ? 

But after all you have done, many will doubt whether 
you have acted honeſtly towards the world. Are you 
fully convinced, that the principles contained in your Eflay 
are the doctrines of the word of God; that they are the 
only true doctrines of ſalvation ? In vain you pretend to 
conſider it as a matter of ſmall moment, whether Chriſt 
really“ had our debts,” or only, in ſome ſenſe, pro- 
cures the remiſſion of them *.“ In vain would you inſi- 
nuate, that you agree with the church with reſpect to the 
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foundation, and only differ from her as to the meaning of 
ſome words, and as to ſome doCtrines which are nowiſe 
material. You muſt be convinced in your conſcience that 
ſuch pretences, however they may blind the uriwary, are 
altogether groundleſs. Are not words and letters the ſigns 
of thought? How contemptible ſoever in themſelves, are 
they not to others the deciſive external evidences of truth 
and error ? Now you are not ſo weak as not to know that 
cContraries, in the ſame reſpect, can never be true. Lou 
have it not to learn that truch is eternal and immutable, 
unaffected by the lapſe of time, or by auy of our ideas a- 
bout it. Whatever, for your own intereſt, you may hold 
forth to the world, you muſt be perſuaded, if your faith 
anywiſe affefts your heart, that you hold the only true 
foundation, and that thoſe who differ from you are build- 
ing on the ſand. It would be a poor compliment to your 
Judgement indeed, to ſuppoſe that vou were capable of 
thinking, that the ſame building could reſt on two foun- 
dations, as remote from each other, nay, as different in 
their natures as heaven and hell. Why, then, are you 
not more candid with the world? As you profeſs *©* that 
« jt is the benefit of plain-and well-diſpoſed Chriſtians, 
« though unlearned, which is chiefly aimed at;” why 
are you ſo diſingenuous as to veil many of your doctrines 
under dark, ambiguous, and indefinite expreſſions, ſo 
that, in many caſes, the disjointed members of one doc- 
trine mult be carefully gathered together before its proper 
form can be aſcertained? Does this become one, who 
writes for the benefit of plain, unlearned men, who gene- 
rally take things as they find them, end form a judgement 
from what appears moſt obvious ? Why do you not deny 
the doctrines of the Trinity, of the Deity of Chriſt, of 
the corruption of human nature, of the atonement, as 
plainly at others maintain them ? Do you not reckon your- 


ſelf bound to contend earneſtly for” that, which in your 


judgement is * the faith delivered to the ſaints?” „If 
« the trumpet give an uncertain ſound, who ſhall prepare 
„ himſelf for the battle? If you eſteem your hereiy to 
be part of the counſel, of God,” wherefore do you 
„ ſhun to declare” it? Can you approve yourſelf to your 
own conſcience, as acting the part of + a faithful ſteward ?” 
If you“ be fully perſuaded in your own mind,” why only 
„ . | endeavour 
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endenvour to inſtil doubts into the minds of others, and 
to leave them in the — fituation of thoſe who are 
ever learning, and never able to come to the knowledge 

«.of the truth?“ 
Indeed, it appears to me, that according to your princi- 
es, the only honeſt courſe you can take, is to leave the 
ſom of a 8/mmded church. Are you ſo fond of « filthy 
luere“ that you cannot renounce: your living for your 
faith? Sure I am, that you, and many other members of 
the ehurch are not * one body, and one bread.” If you 
continue' in communion, you and they muſt compoſe a 
very heterogeneous maſs. You are far from holding 
« one faith, one hope, one baptiſm.” How, indeed, 
can you invoke the name of the Three One God in this 
laſt mentioned ordinance, when you know, that, accord- 
ing to the principles of the church of which you are a no- 
minal member, this is underſtood as an acknowledgement 
of the doctrine of the Trinity; when the parent, and it is 
to be hoped, by far the greateſt part of the witneſſes, un- 
derſtand your conduct in this light? Would it not be far 
more honourable to imitate the conduct of Mr Lindſey, 
and ſome others of your Brethren in England, who, from 
zeal for the doctrines of Socinus, have renounced their 
cures, convinced that they could not continue in the com- 
munion of a church which believes what they call Atha- 
naſian doctrine, and yet deſerve the character of honeſt 
men? - Boldly follow their example; tell the church and 
world, that a contemptible living ſhall never be a bribe 
powerful enough to induce you to“ hide yourſelf under 
a buſhel “.“ Then all who hear it, however much they 
may pity your deluſion, will at leaſt applaud your integri - 
ty. 
You refer to an obſervation of the Spectator, with re- 
ſpect to the Atheiſt retiring into Deiſm of late years, and 
add, that “this is 2 poſt which he cannot —1 that he 
«* muſt either leave it, and join the followers of Jeſus, or 
© plunge himſelf again into the darknefs and horrors of 
« Atheiſm ; becauſe Chriſtianity holds too much of God, 
© and reaſon, and natural religion, to be conſiſtently op- 
« polcd by any of their friends.” Here you muſt give 
me leave to obſcrve, that if Atheiſmi has of late years re- 
ceived 
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ceived ſo ſevere a ſhock, it is by no means from Socinians, 
For their doctrine gives ſuch an idea of God, as limited 
in his being, uncertain in his preſcience, dependent on 
the creature in the acts of his will, impotent in his exer- 
tions, mutable in his purpoſes, and inactive in his provi- 
dence, that Atheiſm never before reccived ſuch a rein- 
forcement from the profeſſed ſervants of God, fince our 
mother Eve, by the ſubtilty of Satan, was for a moment 
perſuaded, that the ſupreme Being was afraid of his crea- 
tures attaining an equality with himſelf. The Epicureans, 
the Gnoſtics, the followers of Spinoſa were never ſo 
powerfully ſeconded by any profeſſed believers. So far 
are the Deiſts from having their poſt rendered untenable, 
by any of the new plans of attack deviſed by the champi- 
ons of reaſon, that if they do not help to throw them back 
into Atheiſm, they muſt aſſuredly tend to harden them in 
their infidelity. What is it that renders them ſo averſe to 
the belief of the ſcripture? They cannot openly object to 
its precepts. 'I hey would be abundantly willing to receive, 
in the event, the benefit of its promiſes : But they are not 
fo blind as not to ſee, that the ſcripture demands a ſub- 
jection of their reaſon. They are fully convinced, that 
the goſpel ſtains the pride of human glory, that it deprives 
the creature of boaſting, and that it eſpecially claims ſelf- 
denial in that reſpect, wherein they are moſt reluctant to 
yield it, in not“ leaning to their own underſtanding.” 
Socinians may aſſure them, as much as they will, that 
there are no myſteries in divine revelation, They are per- 
ſuaded of the contrary. They ſee it to be abſolutely im- 
poſſible to believe the ſcripture, and yet to ſuſtain natural 
reaſon as the ſtandard of truth. They either deſpiſe the 
diſingenuity, or laugh at the folly of thoſe who pretend 
the contrary. Did you fuſtain them as impartial judges 
between Socinians, and thoſe who hold the doctrines of 
the Trinity, of the atonement, &c. they would clearly 
give it in favour of the latter. However much the former 
have laboured to reconcile revealed religion with ** the 
wiſdom of the world,“ Deiſts are ſtill ſatisfied that “ the 
eroſs of Chriſt is fouliſhneſ(s” to natural reaſon. Nay, 
they will tell you,. ;hat if revealed religion be ſo perfectly 
conſonant to human reaſon, and to the light of nature in 
its preſent ſtats, you lafe one of the ſtrongeſt I 
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for the neceſſity of revelation. They will boldly aver, that 
you cannot afford them a more powerful objection to the 
truth of what you call the word of God, than, according 
to your interpretation, its direct tendency to miſlead the 
bulk of mankind. -**. For, (may they ſay) could we ſup- 
« poſe that God ſhould reveal his will to creatures, we 
« would certainly apprehend that he would reveal it in 
c words which bear the ordinary ſenſe of men, inftead of 
« employing language, not only ambiguous, but ſelt con- 
© tradictory. To ſay the truth, the moſt honeſt part of 
mankind is convinced, that gentlemen of your perſuaſion 
would act a far more honourable part, did you fairly ſtrike 
hands with the Deiſts, and aſſure the world, that you find 
the ſcripture is no longer diſcuſſible on your principles. 
Nay, aſk the Deiſts themſelves, - enquire at the Boling- 
brokes, the Voltaires, and the Humes of this age, and 
they will tell you, that if you deny the ſupreme Deity. of 


Chriſt, you go farther than they. do in pouring contempt 
on the ſcripture; tor if this be not the doctrine of the 


Bible, it is not only an impoſition on the world, but the 
moſt contemptible and ſelf contradictory that was ever 
produced; and notwithſtanding all the abſurdities of the 
Koran of Mahomet, inſtead of being ſuperior, deſerves 


not once to be compared with it. They will aſſure you, 


that if all profeſſed believers adopted your opinions, their 
work would be done to their hand, they would have no 
more occaſion to uſe ſo many ſtratagems for diffuſing in- 
fidelity, but only, for a ſhort time, to wait with patience 
for its compleat triumph over Chriſtianity, by reaſon of 

the infatuation or unfaithfulneſs of her own friends. 
But truly, Sir, my foul is penetrated with tenderneſs, 
and diſſolved into compaſſion, when I reflect on your pi- 
tiable fituation. Nothing could give me higher pleaſure, 
than to be uſeful in ſuggeſting any thing which might 
tend to awaken you to the conſideration of your ſoul- 
ruining errors, But I fear they are too deeply rooted 
for the ſucceſs of ordinary means. The doctrines con- 
tained in your Eflay do not ſeem to be your undigeſted 
thoughts. From a hint in a note“, one would be apt to 
conclude, that, with reſpect to this production, you have 
at leaſt literally obſerved the rule of Horace: Prematur 
| nonam 
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nonum in annum. It is ſtrange, indeed, to ſee a man do 
all in his power to make his Saviour as little as poſſible; 
One would naturally think, that a perſon, ſenſible of his 
own guilt and miſery, would “ rejoice in his highneſs,“ 
and rather wiſh to err on the fide of aſcribing, could it be 
fuppoſed, too much, than too little to him. But it would 
ſeem, that as yet you have but a ſlender conviction of 
your need of him. Your fin is ſo light a burden, or your 
own ſtrength is ſo powerful a ſtay, that you perceive not 
the neceſſity of an omnipotent Saviour. You cannot 
accede to the teſtimony of Jehovah, «© I am God, and 
% there is none elſe, and beſides me there is no Saviour.“ 
A mere man is ſufficient to ſave you. So able are you to 
« keep yourſelf from falling,” that you do not require a 
Shepherd who is © the fellow of the Lord of Hoſts.” 
You have ſo much wiſdom of your own, that you have 
no occaſion for one in whom “are hidden all the trea- 
« ſures of wiſdom and knowledge.” So few are your 
ſpiritual maladies, or ſo great is the goodneſs of your 
nature,” that you do not need Fehova-Rophi, the Lord 
to be your healer. But this is only a confirmation of the 
words of Chriſt, with reſpe& to the Phuriſees of that 

age wherein he tabernacled in fleſh: “ They that be 
«© whole need not a phyfician, but they that are fick.” 
But you will grant, that it is at leaſt poſſible that you' 
may have miſtaken the meaning of the whole tenor of 
ſcripture. Penetrating as your reaſon is, it is ſtill fallible. 
You have not yet“ diſcovered all the deep things out of 
© darkneſs. Haſt thou heard the ſecret of God, and 
« doſt thou reſtrain wiſdom to thyſelf? Thou haſt in- 
« deed faid, My doctrine is pure, and I am clean in thine 
« eyes.” But, „O that God would ſpeak and open his 
* mouth againſt thee, and that he would ſhow thee the 
« ſecrets of wiſdom), that they are double to that which 
% is!” You have long been gathering materials for this 
Eſſay. You have long been reading the holy ſcriptures : 
but it is at leaſt poſſible, that you have never read them 
aright. There is a“ ſpiritual diſcerning,” which, there 
is every reaſon to believe you have ncver yet received. 
Perhaps, you have not read with ſingleneſs of heart; you 
have not come to theſe ** breaſts of conſolation,” as a 
% new- born babe defiring the fincere milk of the —_ 
| on 
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You have probably read the ſcriptures only to ſupport 
your own opinions. Are you not ſenſible of ſtraining 
ſome paſſages at leaſt, in order to bring them into a ſort 
of conſonancy with your doctrines, rather than of mould- 
ing your doctrines into a congruity with them? If this 
be the caſe, have you not reaſon to fear that God hath 
« choſen your deluſions,” that in righteous judgement 
he hath permitted you to embrace and continue in them; 
and that it is becauſe you * received not the love of the 
1% truth, that you might be ſaved, that God hath ſent 
« you ſtrong deluſious, that you ſhould believe a lie?“ 
Whatever you may think, if there be any reality in re- 
vealed religion, if there be any truth in the word of God, 
your fituation is truly alarming, both as a profeſſing Chri- 
ſtian, and as a miniſter. It is an awful ſaying; If any 
man love not our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, let him be Ana- 
« thema Maranatha.” ' Whom we love we magnify and 
extol. There cannot be a greater evidence of want of love, 
of the © enmity of the carnal mind againſt God,” than 
for one to do all in his power to diminiſh the glory of Je- 
ſus, to degrade his perſon, to nullify his offices, and to 
ſet at nought his uoſpeakably precious blood. How great 
is your danger as 4 miniſter ! If you miſlead your people, 
their “ blood will be required at your hand.“ Whatever 
nice diſtinctions you may make, it is always to be remem- 
bered, that the generality of hearers ſwallow things in the 
groſs, Their dulneſs of apprehenſion, or comparative 
ignorance makes them greedily embrace error, not ac- 
cording to your new modifications and preparations of it, 
but by the lump, with its whole train of abſurd conſe- 
quences, over which you draw a veil; and as they have 
leſs to loſe than you in reſpect of character, openly live 
according to its dictates. In this ſenſe it is true of pha- 
riſaical teachers, that although * they compafs ſea and 
« land to make one proſelyte, they make him twofold 
« more the child of hell than themſelves”, Matt xxiii. 15. 
Although you do not pretend to reject the Son God, 
while you aſcribe ſo very little to him, there is great rea- 
ſon to fear that your people may overlook him altogether: 
What a dreadful thing is it for one, who is called a mi- 
niſter of Chriſt, to be“ aſhamed before the Son of man 
at his coming;“ and not only to have his own blood 


lying 


— 
' 


16) 


lyng on his head, but the blood of thouſands befides ! 
What a dreadful thing is it for ſuch a one not only to 
contaminate the preſent generation, but, though it be 
promiſed that “one generation ſhall praiſe the Redeem- 
er's works to another,” to train up the children who are 
yet unborn to diſhonour his glorious name ! It had been 
t better for ſuch a man that he had never been born.“ 
«© Wo is unto you if you preach not the goſpel !” 

Does your conſcience never tell you of the impoſlibili- 
ty of making your peace with an offended God, with a 
God of infinite purity, with one who * will by no means 
clear the guilty,” —of making your peace with him by 
your own doings? Are you never afraid that you may 
be building on a falſe foundation, leaning on “a broken 
© reed, that will at length pierce through your heart? 
Does your conſcience never tell you, that you need an 
all- ſufficient Redeemer; one who really ſaves from the 
dominion, from the guilt, .from the filth, from the pre- 
valence, and at length, from the very indwelling princi- 
ple of ſin ? If it ſpeak, for the Lord's ſake do not ſilence 
it. „Faithful are the words of a friend.” It is a miſer. 
able ſituation, when a man is afraid to give his own con- 
ſcience a hearing, when he is afraid of being alone with 
himſelf, It is a ſituation ſtill more miſerable, when con- 
ſcience is * hardened through the. deceitfulneſs of ſin, 
« ſcared as with a hot iron ”” Do you not feel at times the 
impoſſibility of conquering your own corruptions by all 
the force of motives and arguments derived from the ex- 
ample of Chriſt, while you deſpiſe his blood as * the 
© fountain opened for ſin and for uncleanneſs ?” You - 
grant that he was a perfect man, and how do you think 
that mere example will ſuffice with one ** compaſſed with 
« fo many infirmities” as you? Do you never fear that 
ſome ſecret luſt may be lurking at the root of our errors? 
That it may be from this ſource that you cannot “en- 
“ dure ſound doctrine?“ Certain it is, that errors of 
the head generally ſpring, or at leaſt derive their ſtrength 
from the errors of the heart. When men “err in heart,” 
it is no wonder that they do“ not know God's ways.” 

Remember therefore, whence you have fallen, and re- 
pent, and do the firſt works.” Begin the work of ſearch» 
ing the ſcriptures anew. Come to it, as a little child. 

| Deny 
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Deny yourſelf. You wonld be none the worſe, though 
you had as humble a ſenſe of your unworthineſs as rhe 
Pſalmiſt, when he ſaid: So fooliſh was I, and ignorant: 
I was as a beaſt before thee.” Like him, © thus may 
your heart be grieved,” and thus may you be © prieked 
in your reins.” Let me exhort you, in the bowels of 
Chriſt, earneſtly and inceſſantly to pray for the Holy 
Spirit, whom it appears that you have not yet received. 
Conſider the neceſſity of his direction, as repreſented in 
the word of God. He alone can “ lead into all truth.” 
Remember that ** the world cannot receive him, becauſe- 
it ſeeth him not, neither knoweth him.” Implore his 
operation, not as a perfection of the divine nature, but 
as a diſtinct perſon in the Godhead, as the more imme» 
diate efficient cauſe of all grace, and as, according to 
the oeconomy of redemption, that Perſon whoſe peculiar 
work it is to apply all the bleflings purchaſe* by the Re- 
deemer. Perhaps, you have often pretended to ſuppli- 
cate his operation. You'have flattered yourſelf thar 
you truſted in that promiſe, ** Our Father in heaven will 
give the Holy Spirit to them that aſk him.“ Bur it may 
be, that you have aſked him under a falſe notion, as if 
he were a mere attribute. If ſo, no wonder that you 
have not received him, becauſe you have“ aſked amiſs.” 
You” have not really fought the Holy Spirit, but a crea- 
ture of your own imagination. Be intreated, but for 


once, to try another method. Try it, under a deep ſenſe 


of Four need, in ſincerity of heart, and in an humble, 
but confident dependence on the promile of Chriſt : And 
aſfuredly you ſhall he ſucceſsful. 

That this infallible, all- powerful Spirit may “ turn 
« you from the error of your ways, fave your ſoul from 
« death, hide a multitude of fins,” and © give you re- 
« pentance to the acknowledging of the truth,” is the 
fancere and fervent deſire of, 
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An Humble Ap pR ESS to the MEMBERS of 
the GENERAL ASSEMBLY of the CHURCH 
of SCOTLAND. 


Reverend and Honourable Gentlemen, 
r hr" may juſtly enquire, what right an unknown in- 


dividual can have thus publicly to claim your at- 
tention. But I derive my apology from a quarter to which 
too few, alas l reſort for inſtructions with reſpec to their 
deportment. It is written: “ Plead with your mother, 
c plead.” This is an injunction obligatory upon every 
one of the church's children, according to his ſtation or 
opportunities. This is an apology which you cannot re- 
fuſe to admit. I ſpeak not as an enemy, but as a friend. 
The real intereſt of the church is what I earneſtly deſire. 
« Tf I forget thee, O Jeruſalem, let my right hand forget 
© her cunning. If I do not remember thee, let my tongue 
cc cleave to the roof of my mouth; if I prefer not Jeruſa- 
% lem above my chief joy.” Should I in any thing appear 
too bold, be pleaſed to aſcribe it to the excuſable ardour of 
ſincere affection. If you condeſcend to glance the fore- 
going letters on Dr M*Gill's Eſſay, you will clearly ſee 
the juſineſs of the charges exhibited againſt him: Nay, 
if you only run over the Eſſay itſelf, perſons of your learn- 
ing and diſcernment will be at no loſs to perceive the ma- 
ny dangerous errors which it contains. It is evident, 
indeed, that he often attempts to diſguiſe his ſentiments 
under general expreſſions which have an orthodox ſound. 
But it would be ſuperfluous to remind you, that this has 
been the invariable cuſtom of heretics, when they had any 
thing at ſtake. They often take with the one hand what 
they give with the other. Such is the practice of the wri- 
ter whoſe treatiſe has been reviewed. Sometimes, when 
you would apprehend that he has nearly acknowledged all 
that was requitite, he in a few words retracts the whole. 
At other times, when he would ſeem plainly to reveal his 
PE OE | errors, 
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errors, he throws in an alleviating expreſſion, as if he 
wiſhed to recant all that he had ſaid. But this only makes 
him an enemy the more dangerous to the precious inte- 
reſts of your flock. It is no new thing for thoſe who 
« ſerve not the Lord Jeſus Chriſt, but their own belly, 
* by good words and fair ſpeeches to deteive the hearts 


e of the fimple.” | 


By many, your late conduct, in leaving out of your in- 
ſtructions to the Commiſſion the ordinary injunftion,— 
to uſe the moſt effectual means for obtaining a repeal of 
the law of patronage, has been interpreted as a candid ac - 
knowledgement to the world, that you no longer account 
it a grievance. Some have reckoned it more charitable to 
ſuppoſe, that you deemed any inſtłuctions on this head 
unneceſſary, becauſe of the certain oppoſition, which any 
attempt to give efficacy to theſe would meet with from 
the landed intereſt, which muſt undoubtedly have 4 
powerful influence in parliament. But whatever might be 
the motives of the majority in that affair, the world will 
not eaſily deviſe an apology for your conduct, if this be 


overlooked; becauſe you have no obſtacles to apprehend 


from without. Your right to exerciſe the diſcipline of 
the church is unimpaired. You have no reaſon to fear a 
prohibition from a tyrannical Privy Council, or from a 
bloody Star-chamber, We, bleſſed be God! “ fit every 
% man under his vine, and under his fig tree; and have 
«© none to make us afraid.“ | | 

Give me leave to put you in mind of the importance of 
the doctrines denied. If the Author of the Eflay be in 


the right, you mult of neceflity be, not only a corrupt, 


but a falſe church; nay, you are no church at all: For 
you are conſtituted in the name of a mere man. If he be 
in the right, you ought to avow your adherence to him. 
If you reckon him heretical, as you undoubtedly muſt, 
you ought to tell the world fo. If you be ſilent, he will 
eſtcem it a tacit approbation of his principles: for, © he 
* that is not againſt us, is on our ſide,” If you be ſilent, 
you ſuffer him to trample under foot your Confeflion of 
Faith as a maſs of errors. Nay, if you be ſilent, how do 
you vindicate the honour cf Him in whoſe great name you 
aſſemble. ls it in the eye of man miſpriſion of treaſon, 
for a ſubject to hear treaſon uttered againſt his ſovereign, 

and 
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and not to reveal it ? And can it be conſiſtent with your 
duty, when you not only hear treaſon, but ſee it publiſh- 
ed io the world, not againſt an earthly ſovereign, but a- 
gainſt the KinG of Kings, to paſs it over as a matter 
unworthy of your attention. Are you called to be © very 
jealous for the Lord God of Hoſts !”” When can you have 
a fitter opportunity for diſcovering your jealouſy, than 
when his work of redemption is vilified, and his perſon 
is treated as a ** root ſpringing out of a dry ground?“ By 
your ſtation as rulers you are ſet as watchmen upon the 
« walls of Jeruſalem, who ſhould never hold their peace 
day nor night ;”” and who, while they © make mention 
« of the Lord,” ought not to“ keep ſilence.“ Is it not 
to you that the Lord of Hoſts is ſaying : ** Hear the word 
« at my mouth, and give them warning from me? When 
« I fay unto the wicked, Thou ſhalt ſurely die, and thou 
„ giveſt him not warning, nor ſpeakeſt to warn the 
« wicked from his wicked way, to ſave his life, the ſame 
« wicked man ſhall die in his iniquity ; but his blood will 
« I require at thine hand. Yet if thou warn the wicked, 
« and he turn not from his wickedneſs, he ſhall die 
« in his iniquity, but thou haſt delivered thy ſoul.” Are 
you net only bound to warn the wicked himſelf, but all 
who are in danger from his wickedneſs? And when will 
you give warning, if you give it not when the enemy is 
« razing foundations, and acting, as if he had received 
a commandment to “ fight, neither with ſmall nor great, 
« ſave only with the King of Iſrael?“ 

Some will be ready to ſay, that the undue lenity diſco- 
vered to Profeſſor Simſon, fo long ago, when there was 
apparently more zeal among the members of the church 
than appears in our time, has encouraged one of her mi- 
niſters, at firſt inſtance, boldly and publicly to deny al- 
moſt every fundamental article of religion: eſpecially, as 
it may be thought, that this was an encouragement to 
profetlors in divinity after him, if not openly to teach 
unfound doctrine, yet fo to * ſtate diflerent opinions,” 
as to leave their pupils to embrace what is moſt agreeable 
to themſelves. Now this, may they tay, is not teaching 
them as diſciples, for to teach, is to inculcate one doc- 
trine in preference to another; but only to conſtitute them 
Judges. For this reaſon, indeed, the author. of the Eſſay 
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commends his old Profeſſor Dr Leechman, and deſeribes 
his conduct in this reſpect, as “his acknowledged ex- 
cellency in that department“. | 

You are the guatdians of the flock. To you they look 
up for direction to green paſtures ;?* and if you do not 
endeavour to preſerve them from * rhe inſtruction that 
© cauſeth to err,” they will complain that you have ta- 
ic ken away the key of knowledge.“ It will be impoſſible 
for you to prevent their complaints, or to hinder them 
from reflecting on thoſe words fpoken to the Prophet 
Ezekiel, „As I live, faith the Lord God, furely, becauſe 
“ my flock became a prey, and my flock became meat to 
« every beaſt of the field, beeauſe there was no ſhepherd, 
« neither did my ſhepherds fearch for my flock; but my 
« ſhepherds fed themſelves, and fed not my flock : there- 
© fore— Thus faith the Lord God, Behold! I am againſt 
ic the ſhepherds, and I will require my flock at their 
«© hand, and cauſe them to ceaſe from feeding the flock, 
« neither ſhall the ſhepherds feed themſelves any more; 
*« for I will deliver my flock from their mouth, that they 
© may not be meat for them.” 

It may, perhaps, appear to the Venerable. Aﬀembly, 
That it does not immediately belong to it to take cogni- 
zance of this affair; becauſe, according to the rules of the 
church, it is neceflary that proceſſes againſt miniſters 
ſhould be commenced in the preſbyteries of which they 

are members. You _— are the moſt proper judges 
of the regular form of proceſs. It is granted, that this is 
the ordinary courſe. But it is fubmitted to your ſuperi- 
or judgement whether there is not an exception in ſome 
caſes. Particularly, if preſbyteries neglect their duty, 
does it not belong to ſuperior courts, cither to take their 
work out of their hand, or to ſtir them up to it? Is it 
not an exception to the general rule, when erroneous te- 
nets are openly publiſhed to the world? What other 
purpoſes do Commitees for doctrine ſerve? It has been 
an inſtruction of long ſtanding given to your Commiſſion, 
to * enquire into the ſpreading of books and pamphlets, 
tending to the promoting of opinions, of whatever kind, 
« jnconſiſtent with our Confeflion of Faith; and that the 
* recommenders of ſuch books or pamphlets, or the er- 
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«© rorstherein contained, whether by word, writ, or print; 
« he called before the faid Commiſion to anſwer for the 
„% fame.” By Act 13. of Aſſembly 1707. © Commiſſions 
« are appointed to take ſpecial care to ſuppreſs errors 
and ſchiſm in this church, and proſecute the authors 
4 of books and pamphlets tending thereto,” 
Ihe eyes of all the members of the church will, there- 
fore, be upon you, with reſpect to your conduct in this 
affair. The eyes of all the different religious parties in 
Scotland will be upon you. It is the ſilent language of 
their anxious expectation : * Where is your zeal for the 
Lord of Hoſts ?”” If you ſeem indifferent, what an outcry 
will be raiſed ! What an handle will this afford for the 
encouragement of diviſion, alas, by far too prevalent 
already ! ** What? (will thoſe under your inſpection ſay,) 
« Can we remain any longer in the communion of a 
© church, that ſuffers her members to deny the great 
« Head, to revile him in his perſon, and in his offices; 
* that ſuffers the children of Edom” to cry againſt Jeru- 
ſalem ! Raze it, raze it, even to the foundation thereof,” 
and to defile her glory by trampling it in the duſt? They 
will be in danger of ſaying, that if you purge not out 
this“ old leaven,” it muſt neceſſarily © leaven the whole 
lump ;” that if you rebuke not a brother in profeſſion, 
if you“ ſuffer fin upon him,” you not only © hate him 
in your heart,” but become “ partakers of other men's 
fins,” inſtead of keeping youlelves pure.” They will 
aver, that if you do not endeavour to ſeparate between 
the holy and profane,“ you lay them under the neceſlity - 
of attempting it themſelves ; that if you appear lukewarm, 
you give them reaſon to ſuſpe& more than the author, 
as he has indeed involved other miniſters of the church, 
as favourable to his principles; and that if you © altogether 
« hold your peace at this time, enlargement and deli- 
© verance ſhall ariſe from another place.” If you refuſe 
to attend to their rights, they will be in danger of re- 
nouncing your iulpektion, as if you did not © watch for 
their ſouls as thoſe who muſt give an account ;” and they 
will lay the blame of their ſeparation at your door. Your 
apparent renunciation of their intereſts with reſpect to 
patronage has rankled many of them; and if to this be 
added a ſeeming diſregard to the fundamental articies of 
our 
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our holy religion, they will exculpate themſelves, and 
charge all their future conduct to your account. If they 
leave your communion, they will be in danger of giving 
you this reaſon for it:“ Ye have thruſt with ſide an 

« with ſhoulder, and puſhed all the diſeaſed with your 
© horns, till ye have ſcattered them abroad.” Separation 
from a church of Chriſt is very far from being defireable. 
But what ſhall the people do, if © the waters of the ſanc- 
*© tuary be polluted; and, if inſtead of endeavouring to 
« purify them, the ſhepherds, according to their appre- 
*{ henfion, only foul the reſidue with their feet.” They 
will perhaps be bold enough to declare, for there is no 
ſaying how far men may go, if their zeal be once awa- 
kened, that it is a matter of mere unmeaning form, for 
the rulers of the church to meet in courts of judgement, 
if they refuſe to do judgement to any of the afflicted ;” 
that it is to no purpoſe for you to claim the honourable 
appellation of the General Aſſembly of the Church of 
Scotland, if you ſuffer any of thoſe, who belong to your 
body, to traduce and vilify the principles of the church. 
They will, it may be, go as far as to ſay, that it is in vain 
that you have the countenance and protection of an earth» 
ly monarch, if you ſuffer any, who are ſubje& to you, 
to offer the higheſt inſult to Him who is the © bleſſed and 
only Potentate, the King of Kings, and Lord of Lords.“ 
Nothing can ſo much weaken the authority of your de- 
ciſions, as any thing that looks like a regard to the perſon 
of man, or like indifference to the intereſts of Zion. 
The nobleſt ſupport of your dignity is a faithful adhe- 
rence to the truth. Nothing can moze directly tend to 
marr the ſucceſs of your labours as individuals, than ap- 
parent careleſſneſs about the higheſt intereſts of your peo- 
ple, as a collective body. How,” will they fay, © can 
ve believe you ſincere in recommending ſound doctrine 
« from the pulpit, when you relax the exerciſe of diſci- 
« pline in your courts, with reſpect to the moſt erro- 
% neous ? How can we truſt the inſpection of our ſouls 
* to you as individuals, if as a judicatory you uſe no 
% means to vindicate the name of the Chief Shepherd 
* and Biſhop of fouls? Hath not God ſuſpended the 
*© ſucceſs of your labours as teachers, on your fidelity as 
** rulers in his church? Hath he not ſaid ; if thou take 
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* forth the precious from the vile, thou ſhalt be as my 


„ mouth?” | 

The author himſelf, indeed, ſeems to beſpeak your in- 
dulgence. He appears charitably to conclude that the 
church of Scotland will not deny her communion to him, 
though he does not ſubmit to her declaratien of faith, to 
her explanation of the holy ſcriptures. He tampers with 
your indulgence. He tries to over cloud your judgement 
by the delufive miſt of unbounded charity, to lull you a- 
ſicep, and to diſarm your pious indignation by the Syren- 
ſong of moderation, the uſual cant of heretics, who tho” 
they would aſſume their native ſhape, had they ſtrength 
enough, and * raven as wolves”, yet from love to their 
own intereſts, when they have the weakeſt fide, appear 
with all the innocence of lambs. Be aſſured, gentlemen, 
this Eſſay is only a trial-piece. If it ſeem to receive the 
ſtamp of your approbation, by your tacit conſent to its 
currency, you {need not be ſurpriſed {though the next 
writer within the pale of the church, who adapts the ſame 
ſyſtem, ſhould arraign the doctrines of the church as er- 
rors and abſurdities, with all the effrontery of a Socinus, 
a Crellius, or a Prieſtley. 5 The beginning of ſuch fatal 
&« ſtrife is like the letting in of waters.” If you ſecure 
not your ramparts at firſt, the deluge of error may ſweep 
away multitudes ere you are aware. The moſt worthy of 
your members acknowledge, to their heart-felt ſorrow, 
the prevalence of corruption. But this author ſuppoſes 
you to have gone a greater length in corruption than any 
of them. He flatters himſelf that you will conſpire with 
him in © betraying the Son of man with a kiſs.” By this 
attempt he certainly means to make a bold trial how far 
a man may go in error, and yet be ſuffered to remain in 
the communion of the church of Scotland. From his 
own liberality, he claims indemnity from you. Nay, he 
goes a little further. He would wiſh to perſuade you, 
That you are his debtors. Were it not for ſuch noble ſpi- 
Fits, who gallantly renounce the filly prejudices of educa- 
tion, and break through the narrow limits of creeds and 
confeſſions, you might © want many excellent helps for 
© underſtanding the ſacred ſcriptures.” Though he dif- 
fer from your Confeſſion of Faith, is he therefore to be ſi- 


lent ? This doctrine would ſeem “to require, that men 
| « ſhould 


( 145 ) 


ſhould extinguiſh the candle which the Lord hath light- 
ed up, or put,itunder a buſhel.” If yon believe this gen- 
tleman, you have hitherto been miſled by a mere ignit fa- 
uns, In your atttempts to check the progreſs of error, 
you have been. © quenching the Spirit, deſpiſing prophe- 
«« cyings, impriſoning the goſpel, and holding the truth 
«in unrighteouſneſs.“ So that, although you may not 
perhaps, entertain ſo juſt a ſenſe of your obligations, as 
to give him the thanks of the Houſe, he-at leaſt thinks 
himſelf entitled to this token of gratitude. You differ 
not ſo much from him, as ſome may apprehend, and 
from your indulgence he expects, that by and by you will 
differ from him ſtill leſs. At any rate, it behoves you 
© to conſider well, whether theſe differences are of ſuffi- 
« cient moment to break the bonds of charity, or to di- 
vide the body of Chriſt “.“ 

But all who are under your inſpection, will not accede 
to theſe charitable ſentiments. © Can there be any fel- 
« lowſhip,” will many reply, © between righteouſneſs 
« and nackhicoulbels ? Can there be any communion 
tc between light and darkneſs, or any concord between 
&« Chriſt and Belial?” Methinks, I hear them fay, It 
cc js impoſlible that the church of Scotland can tolerate 
cc this. She was lenient indeed, many years ago, to an A- 
cc rian: but he never went fo far, he did not publiſh his 
« errors to the world, but only to his diſciples ; he did 
© not vent them from the preſs, but only from the chair 
cc nd he retracted them; when brought io the trial, he 
« explained them away. But this man cannot have ſuch 
« a ſubterfuge, becauſe he has openly declared them to the 
« world; and he can retract them in no way, but by re- 
6 nouncing them, elſe all the world will abhor him as a 
© hypocrite, and as one who prefers his benefice to his 
« conſcience.” But to apprehend that he were capable 
of doing ſo, would be to think too harſhly of him. Do 
not blame him becauſe of the part he has ated. Do not 
charge him with inexecuſable effrontery, in contradicting 
the church to the face. Perhaps, his conſcietice told him 
that this was the only way in which he would find any 
ſalvo for remaining in communion with a church whole 
principles are ſo different from his on; that if he open- 
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ly proclaimed theſe to the world, without any evidence 
of her diſapprobation, he had virtually proteſted as to the 
terms on which the world was to judge of his future ad- 
herence to her; that it was only as maintaining his own 
doctrines, however oppofite to thoſe of the church; and 
that if there ſhould. be any blame, the church was more 
to blame in tolerating him, than he in taking the benefit 
of this toleration. You know very well, reverend and 
honourable gentlemen, That the conſcience of one who, 
becauſe of his own luſts, cannot endure ſound doctrine, 
will be ſatisfied with a very equivocal exoneration, You 
know that when Arius was brought before Conſtantine, 
to give in a written confeſſion of his faith, agreeable to 
that of the orthodox, and called to-fwear to the truth of 
it; his conſcience was ſatisfied with the ſilly evaſion of lay. 
ing his hand on his breaſt where he had a general declara- 
tion of his faith concealed, and ſolemnly proteſting that he 
believed as he had written. Doubtleſs, the doctor is wait- 
ing the event with the greateſt anxiety.. But however ca- 
ſily his conſcience may be ſatisfied, the conſciences of many 
others will be deeply affected.“ What? (will they exclaim) 
* bad as the church of Rome is, various and oppoſite as 
« the principles are which are maintained within her 
&«- pale, juſtly as ſhe deſerves the character of the Mother 
« of Harlots, and her ſupreme head that of Antichriſt; 
« yet ſhe never ſuffered in any one of her members a de- 
ec nial of the Lord who bought us.” They tremble, 
and they tremble juſtly, at the idea of a denial of the 
Deity of Chriſt. From the propagation, from the to- 
leration, and from the effuſion of this dreadful error, 
may the ruin of the ſeven churches of Aſia be dated. Was 
it not Arianiſm that converted theſe once glorious church- 
es into “ ſynagogues of Satan? When the ſtars of the o- 
riental church had * fallen from heaven,“ were not “the 
e candleſticks ſoon removed out of their places?” Was 
it not Arius who paved the way for Mahomet? Yes; ir 
was not fo much the power of deluſion, or the ravages. 
of the ſword, as the doctrine of a made god, that eſtabliſh- 
ed the abominations of a falſe prophet. Was it not the 
blaſphemy of Socinus which eclipſed the glory of the Pro- 
teſtant church of Poland, in its very dawn? Yes; it was 
the doctrine of a deified man, that reſtored them to the 
em- 
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embraces of the Mother of Harlots.” It was the de- 


nial of the One Mediator which threw them back into the 
boſom of a church, that avowedly believes in, and wor- 


. hips a multitude of mediators,-** which no man can num- 


ber.” And what friend of Jeſus, what genuine fon of 
the church, nay, what lover of his country will not trem- 
ble for the church of Scotland ! Well may they, who, 
although they have ſeen, have yet heard of the glory of 


« the firſt houſe, weep with a loud voice when they ſee 


« the foundation of the ſecond,” not laid, —but razed. 
his northern church was once a polar ſtar for the direc- 


tion of others hen eſcaping from the ſhipwreck of Rome. 


Thy church, O Scotland, was once the joy and the en- 
vy of other churches! The reſurre&ion. of others was 
like that of Lazarus, with all the incumberance of grave 
clothes: but thy riſing was glorious like that of thy Lord, 
who left the badges of his ſepulchre behind him.“ How 
« is the gold become dim! How is the moſt fine gold 
% changed! The kings of the earth, and all the inhabi- 
te tants of the world, would not have believed, that the 
* adverſary and the enemy ſhould have entered into the 
tc gates of Jeruſalem.” Had one predicted in the days 
of our zealous anceſtors, That a member of the church 
of Scotland, while in communion with her, ſhould o- 
penly deny the deity, and the atonement of the Son of 
God, that “the adverſary ſhould enter” into © the Ho- 
Gy 4 of holies,” to degrade the High-prieſt of our pro- 
« feffion,” they would certainly have rejected him as one 
who, © propheſied lies,” that he might“ make the heart 
« of the righteous ſad, whom the Lord had not made 
« ſad, and ſtrengthen the hands of the wicked.” 

Ye holy martyrs of the Lamb, who were once © burn- 
ing and ſhining lights,” in this reformed church; ye, 
who, in adhering to your teſtimony for Jcſus in his 
mediatory character, as the only Head of the church, in 
oppoſition to the uſurpations of the kings of the earth, 
* loved not your lives unto, the death,” but chearfully 
«* reſiſted unto blood, ſtriving againſt fin 3” what would 
you ſay, in what manner would you cry from“ under the 
altar,” did you know that that very blood, by which you, 
overcame, even the blood of the Lamb, is treated“ as an 
unholy thing ;” that “ the Son of God is trampled under 

foot; 
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foot ;" that his divinity is denied, not by“ the kings of 
earth,“ with whom you wreſtled, but by ſome who are 
members of that church which you once adorned, who 
are your ſucceſſors in office, who have derived their 
miniſterial powers in a direct line from you, who fit in 
the ſame judicative courts which you once conſtituted, 
and who occupy the very pulpits which were once filled 
by you? Well might “ the ſtone cry out of the wall, an 
the beam out of the timber anſwer it!“ JT 

„Thou, O Lord, haſt brought a vine out of Egypt, 
« thou haſt caſt out the heathen, and planted it. The 
„hills were covered with the ſhadow of it, and the 
© boughs thereof were like the goodly cedars. Why haſt 
* thou then broken down her hedges, ſo that all they who 
« paſs by the way do pluck her. The boar out of the 
« wood doth waſte it, and the wild beaſt of the field doth 
« devour it. Return, we beſcech thee, O God of hoſts, 
% look down from heaven, and behold, and viſit thy 
„ vine ! Look down from heaven and behold, from the 
** habitation of thy holineſs and of thy glory: Where 
« is thy zeal, and thy ſtrength, the ſounding of thy 
„ bowels and of thy mercies towards us? Are they re- 
„ ſtrained?” I am, 


Reverend and Honourable Gentlemen, 
Your moſt humble Servant, 
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